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ADVERTISEME NT. 


H E Author's intention of publiſhing the following ſheets, 
having got abroad, has furniſhed a fund for tea-table con- 
verſation, in the neighbourhood where he reſides. Some of his 
neighbours have very gravely obſerved, that © they deteſt innova- 
<« tions in religion,“ and, with a very ſour grimace, have extolled 


the Hudibraſtic lines - 


« As though religion was intended, 
« For nothing elſe but to be mended ! 


6c Tt is a ſafer and better way (ſay they) to ſubmit to the teach- 
ing of the miniſter God has ſet over us, than to inveſtigate too 
* nicely things WE cannot underſtand.” ---- This claſs of his 
neighbours, the author refers to the Hiſtory of the Reformation -- 
where it will be found that this is the very ſpirit of Popery; and 
that if the world had never rejected this prieſt-ridden ſentiment, 
Popery would at this moment, have ſpread her baneful wings over 
the whole Britiſh Empire. So far, therefore, as they countenance 
this opinion, ſo far they countenance the fundamental principles of 
Popery, and reproach the Reformers with the charaCter of inno- 
vators and ſchiſmatics. And beſides this, they degrade their own 
rational powers, they treat with inexcuſable contempt their own 
REASON, by which chiefly they are diſtinguiſhed from the brute 
creation, and which was given them for the expreſs purpoſe of 
enabling them to diſcriminate between truth and fal ſhood; eſpe- 
cially in the great concerns of their knowledge of and obedience to 
God. But ſo depraved and paradoxical are men of this deſcription, 
that at the ſame time they reject their own reaſon and diſcernment, 
in the great concerns of God and Religion, they plume themſelves 
as ſuperior to all others in their political acumen and ſecular diſcre- 


_rion---thinking it-their duty and intereſt to inveſtigate every con- 


cern in which the honour of God, and the true happineſs of man, 
have no part: as though the“ far more excecding and eternal 
weight of glory,” which Chriſtianity inſpires us to hope after, were 
to them lighter and more inſubſtantial than air 


Others, 
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i ADVERTISEMENT. 

Others, who pay more reſpect to good-manners, than to TRUTH, 
think it aſſuming and arrogant for a Layman to contend againſt one 
of the Clergy. But theſe good folks ſhould recolleCt, that all men's 
opinions, as to the ſanctity of the clerical character, are not the 
ſame. No man living more truly venerates the character of an 
honeſt and virtuous Clergyman, than the Author does---but he 
ſees no reaſon why Laymen ſhould not reſiſt the erroneous opini+ 
ons of the Clergy, with the fame freedom that the Clergy repro- 
bate the ill conduct of the Laity. But what completely juitifies 
the Author of the following Letters to the Rev. Mr. HARPER, is, 
that if he is reprehenſible on this head, he has had Mr. HARPER 
himſelf for an example, who wrote his ſtrictures upon the very 
honourable and exemplary conduct of Dr. PIs NE, while he him- 
ſelf was a Layman, and when he probably had as little proſpect of 
ſuſtaining the clerical character, as his Animadverter has, 


Happy he is, however, in the proſpect, that the liberal and intel- 
ligent among his neighbours, whoſe numbers are by no means in- 
conſiderable, will honour his endeavours to develope the TRUTH, 
with an impartial trial by the evidence of Reaſon and Holy Scrip- 


ture, and that their verdict will be founded on the real merits or 


demerits of ſo important a cauſe. 


UXBRIDGE. | | . 


®* Dr. Dis N EY, like many other diſtinguiſhed characters in this day, 
unable to reſiſt the force of Truth, and too virtuous to conceal it, choſe 
rather to relinquiſh a valuable acquiſition in the Church, than to be inſtru- 
mental in co nducting a worſhip which his judgment condemned. 


ERRATUM.——P. 168, laſt word, for foundation, read fountain. 


Other trifliag errors the author hopes will be excuſed, on account 
of his diſtance from the preſs. 3 
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Ta the Reverend Mr. HARPER. 
LET THE LE 
1 

FF you for the gift of your Addreſs to 

Dr. Disnevy.—T have read it over with that 
prejudice in its. fayour, which the value I have ſet 
upon your character would naturally inſpire; and 
am much pleaſed with the boldneſs with which you 
declare your ſentiments, upon a ſubject ſo unpleaſant 
to a rational mind, and ſo enveloped in myſtery: 
Nothing ſtamps a ſtronger impreſſion of credit upon a 
man's character, than firmneſs in a cauſe in which he 
engages ; fo that that firmneſs does not ſpring from 
implicit prejudice, or a party ſpirit. In the preſent 
inftance, I have too great an opinion of your good 
ſenſe, to believe the former; and of your honeſty, to 
ſubſcribe to the latter. I can, therefore, very readily 
believe, that you have induſtriouſly explored the ſa- 
cred writings, in order to inveſtigate the truth of the 
doctrines you contend for; and you have been ſatis- 
fied that they are taught there. But when it is conſi- 
dered how frail, how exceedingly frail, and inconſtant 
the human mind is; when we conſider, how apt we 
are to /earch under the weight of pre-conceived opini- 
ons; we ſhould be careful how we place too much 
confidence in the convictions we receive from our re- 
ſearches. To err is incident to our very nature and 
conſtitutions ; and, therefore, however firmly we are 
perſuaded of the truth of our opinions, upon points of 
ſpeculation e ſhould never be without this perſua- 


ſion alſo, that it is poſſible we may be deceived. 
A 2 Let 
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Let us apply this doctrine to your caſe. You 
have ſearched the Scriptures honeſtly and induſtri- 
ouſly, for the forming of your opinions : You have 
formed a ſtrong and ſeemingly inveterate opinion, in 
favour of a Trinity of perlons, in the Unity of the 
Godhead. Did you never believe in your life, as 
firmly ſome other doctrine, which you have ſince 
ſeen reaſon to recede from? I ſpeak to you now as an 


inquiring man; and I conceive it to be impoſſible, to 


view a man in that light, without preſuming that he 
has, at ſome time or. other, found occaſion to reject 
deep-rooted and ſometimes favourite opinions, This 
perfectly conſiſts with an adage J have heard, and 
which I think applicable here — The man who never 
changed his opinion, never corretted his errors.—And whe- 
ther this be the fact or not with reſpect to yourſelf; 
yet this is moſt certain, that you lay no claim to in- 
fallibility ; that you are, in fact, fallible, and liable to 


err; and, that you may have erred, is not beyond the 


bounds of poſſibility, nor op in a very remote 
degree. | 

There are two things J mall Pan remark. 
upon, with ſome degree of cenſure: The one is, 
your blaming your antagon:{t with miſapplications 
and perverſions of Scripture ; and the other is, your 
fondneſs for the term fundamental, when applied to the 
Deity of our bleſſed Lord. You certainly have not, 
in your publication, detected Dr. DisNEY, in a ſingle 
inſtance of perverting or mifapplying ; and until you 


had done that, the uſe of ſuch expreſſions, argues a 
want of candour., And till you had proved, that the 


Supreme Deity of Jeſus Chriſt is declared in Scripture 
to be a fundamental doctrine, you ſhould not have 


called it ſo. In doing fo, you teach another goſpel 


than 
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thangthat which the apoſtles taught. Where do the 
Scriptures plainly ſay, that unleſs a man believe that 
Jeſus Chriſt is God, he ſhall not be ſaved ?—The 
words you quote from Y ouxG, give a direct nega- 
tive, even to the uſe of the word fundamental; and I 
wiſh it were not true, that that quotation is inappli- 
cable and repugnant to your whole addreſs. 

You may perhaps think you have found it, where 
the penetrating eye of Mr. Romaine, long ſince 
deicried it; John viii. 24.—1f ye believe not that I am, 
je ſhall die in your fins. He has pathetically laboured, 
through a whole ſermon, to frighten his hearers and 
readers into a belief, that the words *» uανẽM here point 
out, the /e//-ex:/7ence of our bleſſed Lord: and that a 
want of belief in this his ſelf-exiſtence, is a damnable 
error; than which nothing can be more preſumptuouſly 
abſurd. He is abſurd, in having put a meaning on 
this paſſage, which it cannot poſſibly bear; and pre- 
fumptuouſly fo, in dealing out fo abundantly the divine 
thunder, againſt hereſies of his own creation.,—Mr. 
ROMAINE's reference to Exodus, where God is fup- 
poſed to ſay to Moſes, I am that I am am hath ſent 
me, &c. is palpably inapplicable : The plain meaning 
of theſe words is — I will be that I will be: referring 
to the certainty of God's effecting his determinations. 
And therefore, when he deſires Moſes to ſay, I will be 
hath fent me—he does, as it were, ſay, Let them 
know, by this declaration, that I will bring to paſs 
what I have promiſed' It will then follow, that Mr. 
Ro MAINE's obſervation, “ that the ſame words, Jam, 
ſpoken on the ſame ſubje&, muſt convey the ſame idea 
of ſelf-exiſtence,“ is, in this inſtance, doubly errone- 
ous : 1/2, In that the /ame words are not uſed in both | 
places; but words as different as words can be, which 
| : ſpeak 
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2d, In that, if we were to admit, (which cannot be done, 
without falſifying the divine records) that the words are 
the ſame; yet it would then by no means be true, that 


they were the ſame words, ſpoken on the ſame ſubect; 


though this gentleman is pleaſed, againſt the plaineſt 
truth and reaſan, to ſay io. The words, in one in- 
ſtance, were ſpoken by the God and Father of bur Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt ; the other by him who ſcrupled not to 
ſay— Te F ather is greater than I. — But how grolly 
this gentleman 1s miſtaken, will appear demonſtrably 
plain, if we refer to the next chapter, John ix. . 
where the ſame words are ufed by the man born blind. 


The 8th and gth verſes run thus: — The ncighbours, 


therefore, and they which before had ſeen him that he was 
blind, ſaid; Is not this he that ſat aud begged ? Some ſaid, 
This is he. Others ſaid, He is lite him. But he ſaid, 
£70 ww; I AM. I leave the application to your own 
diſcernment. You will, perhaps, be of my opinion, 
that Mr. Romaine's Sermon, on the Self-Exiſtence 
of Jeſus Chriſt, recommends a ſyſtem of divinity, as 
oppolite to that contained in the Scriptures, as truth 
and error can be. 

The doctrinal truths of Scripture are not left to the 
mere deductions of logicians : they are not generally 
conveyed to us in parables and metaphors : but in plain 
and direct terms, level with every man's comprehen- 
ſion. Every neceſſary information is ſo plain, that the 
moſt illiterate may underſtand it. And this method 
at once becomes the dignity and goodneſs of God, and 
the nature of a divine revelation. — [It is true, the 
Scriptures of the New- Teſtament ſpeak of myſteries 
in religion: but they alſo ſpeak of thoſe myſteries 
as unfolded, as revealed, as made manifeſt: They are no 

longer 
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longer hidden, but revealed; and that clearly, n 
edly, and unqueſtionably. | 

I. You give a reaſon for the adoption of the 1 terms 
One Lord, (Deut. vi. 4.) but, in doing that, have not 
thrown any light upon the ſubject, nor have you 
treated it in a way that at all affects the Unitarian 
cauſe, any more than the T rinitarian ; nay, as far as 
you have gone, you have ſaid exactly what an Unita- 
rian would have ſaid. This palpable uſe, however, 
may be made of your obſervation, againſt your own 
cauſe, viz. That if God intended in theſe words to 
warn the Iſraelites againſt idolatry, and to give them 
a true notion of the Supreme Deity, and that Deity 
really exiſted in a Trinity of perſons, he would, no 
doubt, have ſaid, as your favourite Athanaſius has done, 
that they ſhould worſhip One God in Trinity, and 
a Trinity in Unity ;” but as this is not ſaid, and as 
the exiſtence of the Deity is here pointed out as ſimply 
ONE, we have a right to argue, nay, we ate bound to 
contend, that God, in his ſence, being or perſon, is 

ONE. | | 
No, you ſay; this paſſage does by no means prove 
it---With your leave, I will conſider the reaſon you 
have given, why it does not; and that is in your own 
words, as follows : „ For this monoſyllable one, is 

uſed to expreſs a ſameneſs of ſpirit, eſſence, conſent, 
love, deſign, or intereſt, among ſeveral perſons.” But 
J pray you, is this a ſufficient reaſon ? Becauſe the 
word one in ſome places ſignifies a unity of conſent, 
deſign, &c. muſt it therefore always mean fo ? Prove 
this to be the fact, and we ſhall find leſs difficulty in 
believing that it bears the ſame meaning here. But 
let your argument ſtand as it does, and it will deſtroy 
itſelf; for let it only be proved, that the term one, when 
applied 
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applied to a rational agent, means ſometimes one per- 
fon, which it certainly does; and then how boldly 
might it be argued againſt you, that the word one in 
this place, does not mean an unity of eſence, but of 
per/on.---And if this were done, how could you parry 
the blow ?--But this argument would be more effectual 
againſt you, if the fact were ſpoken out, i. e. that the 
word one, when applied to a rational agent, always 
means one PERSON. 1 
I obſerve, that in the inſtances you bring, there are 
2. four of them which are altogether inapplicable to your 
argument, were it ever ſo good in other reſpects, viz. 
1 Sam. xi. 7, 8. One Conſent. 2 Chron. xviii. 12. 
One Mouth. Eccl. iii. 19. One Breath. John xvii. 23. 
One Spirit. I ſay theſe are inapplicable ; becauſe in 
theſe, that in which the unity conſiſts is clearly 
pointed out, namely, Conſent, Mouth, Breath. Take 
the firſt inſtance, and no doubt, there were 330,000 
Conſents, or 330, ooo Perſons, or Beings that conſented ; 
but you don't mean to ſay, that theſe 330,000 were 
all one individual eſſence. If then theſe paſſages do 
not point out a diſtinction between an unity of eſſence, 
| and a plurality of perſons in that undivided eſſence; 
| x they prove nothing at all, either for or againſt the 


point in queſtion. 

You do, however, in this fort of argument, accord 
7 with the Unitarians, --- You ſay, that the onene/5 
5 mentioned in John xvii. 21. 23. Phil. i. 27. and 
j Heb. ii. 11. means conſent or deſign. Now apply this 

4 reaſoning to 1 John v. 7. and you effectually deſtroy 

1 ü the evidence of this text, as for a Trinity in Unity. 
| For if the monofyllable, in three or four places you 
5 have quoted, means any thing leſs than an Unity of 
Nature; how does it appear, that - it may not ſignify 
| ſomething 
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ſomething elſe than Unity of Nature in the text, 
1 John, v. 7. And theſe three are on? ws 
But I obſerve, (and ſorry J am to obſerve) that in 
the liſt of unities which you have produced, you have 
drawn in the word eſſence, as one of the meanings of 
the monoſyllable one; for unleſs you intend, that 
unity of eſſence is the meaning of the monoſyllable one, 
your argument is nugatory and futile. It is the 
meaning, or application, of the monofyllable, you are 
contending for; and unleſs your argument goes to 
prove that it is applied to unity of ęſnce, and that too 
in direct oppoſition, or contradiſtinction, to a unity 
of perſons, it is no argument at all --- you are merely 
beating the air. Let us, however, take the point up 
upon the other ground, and ſee how much better pur- 
poſe that will ſerve: Eccl. iii; 19. They have all 
one breath, or eſſence,” (ſay you). Now pray, how 
does it appear that the Engliſh word breath, or that the 
Hebrew word , fignifies efence J -aver, that nei- 
ther of them mean gence, any more than they mean 
mountain: and it lies with you to prove that they do. 
Had the Hebrew word wB3, been uſed, there might 
perhaps have been ſome pretence for your obſervation 
--- but as the matter ſtands, there is not even the 
appearance of any. The word eſſence appears to be 
thrown in by main force, to ſerve a cauſe, which is 
ſupported by impoſing ſuch meanings upon words as 
the fancy of the writer ſhall dictate, or the exigency 
of the caſe ſhall make neceſſary. That cauſe muſt 

ſurely be very impotent, which needs ſuch wretched 
ſupports, and which is built upon ſuch unſubſtantial 
foundations. --- This is not mere exclamation ; I am- 
now alluding to a very ſerious and a very awful fact; 
which is, that men do actually, 1 in defending the doc- 
B trine 
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F trine of the Trinity, put ſuch meanings upon words 

25 they bear on no other occaſion whatever. And 
this is the caſe with the word perſon, as diſtinguiſhed 
from eſſence. Nay, new words, are created for the 
mere purpoſe of conveying ideas of things not in 
exiſtence: And this is the caſe with the word Trinity, 
or Triunity . 

Now, I ſay, theſe facts are very ſerious ones; be- 
cauſe they innovate upon the dictates of common- 
ſenſe, and ſo tend to introduce confuſion: and they ; 

| 5 are awful, becauſe they tend to bewilder the mind. 3 
| and leave it occupied by imperfect conceptions, or to 3 
| produce half-formed ideas of phantoms, inſtead of ſub- 


* — 15 


ſtantial truths; of a three-fold Divinity, inſtead of 
0 the one living and true Gop: And thus is introduced 
gi | a denial of the Supreme Divinity --- a denial of that 
8 rſt principle of all true religion - that there is but one 
God and Father of all. 

The confuſion thus introduced is obvious, in that 
} | very few Trinitarians are agreed as to what they them- 
10 ſelves underſtand by the word pern. You have, in 
| the addreſs before me, given a turn to it, which Trini- 
il! tarians in general would affect to deteſt --- Who of 
i them, verſed in the arcana of the Trinity, will not 
| ſhudder at hearing the word perſon explained by the 
| „ word Ring, as you have done, page 28? The con- 
i ſequences 


| Neither Luther nor Calvin were very fond of the word Trinity. 
| Luther ſays, { Poftil. major Dominic. The word Trinity ſounds 
| oddly, and is an human invention. It were better to call Almighty 
God, Gop, than Trinity.” --- Calvin ſays, { Admon. 1. ad Polonos } 
J like not this prayer, O holy, Bleſſed, and glorrous Trinity; it 
ſavours of barbarity. The word Trinity is barbarous, inſipid, 
profane; an human invention, grounded on no teſtimony of God's 
word; the Popiſh God, unknown to the prophets and apoſtles.* 
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ſequences, they would tell you, are too palpable---they 
would tell you, that if the word per/on means being, 
and there are three of thoſe perſons, there muſt be three 
beings, and then doubtleſs there are three Gods! 

I have ſaid that the word perſon has an arbitrary 
meaning impoſed upon it, to ſerve the Trinitarian cauſe; 
and this you acknowledge, page 27. when you tell us, 
that * this is a word properly adopted by the Church, in 
this particular conſtruction, and that it does not ſig- 
nify a perſon in the »/ual ſenſe of the word, but a 
divine agent.” But who gave authority to the Church 
thus to change the meaning of words? Or, rather, 
how did it become neceſſary, that a word ſhould be 
adopted to expreſs that which the Scripture is ſaid to 
have ſo clearly revealed? Has the Scripture clearly 
taught the doctrine, and yet uſed no words to expreſs 


it? Ts there the ſenſe only, but not the ſound? In 


a book expreſly calculated to reveal truths, which our 
reaſon could not reach, or was not likely to reach, is 
the doctrine ſoobſcurely taught, as that there ſhould be 
the ſubject, but no words þy which the belief or know- 
ledge of it could be conveyed to our underſtandings? 
Js it probable, is it poſſible, that this ſhould be the 
caſe? --- Anſwer, my friend, theſe queſtions to the 
ſatisfaction of your conſcience, before you go one 
ſtep farther in the devious path of trinitarian myſte- 
Ties. The neceſſity there is for ſuch an adoption, puts 
a very ſuſpicious appearance upon your cauſe - it 
teaches, that there is ſomething unſound at bottom 
that the doctrine wants the aid of revelation · and 
no wonder that it ſhould appear deficient, when 
that neceſſity ariſes from a diſtinction which common 
ſenſe revolts at. I mean the diſtinction between the 


s/Jence of a being, and the perſon of that being --- a diſ- 
| B 2 tinction 
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i | tinction as devoid of ſcriptural ſanction, as are the 2 
1 groſſeſt errors of popery ---a diſtinction which ſhould N 
17 8 8 5 3 
[| never have been made the foundation ofadivine doctrine» : 


- unleſs it had been built upon the expreſs authority of 3 
the all-wiſe God. I know no better mode of expoſing 4 
the futility and extravagance of this diſtinction, than by 
reverſing the poſition in the form of one plain queſ- 
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1 tion, which I alſo beg you will maturely conſider; and 3 
f ö that queſtion is, How do you prove (the Scriptures ſay- E 
1 ing not a word about either uc or perſon) that the 1 
true meaning of the ſcriptural doctrine is not, that 1 
19 1 there are, in the one undivided perſon of the Deity, three I 
"i . co-equal and co-eternal beings or eſſences ? This queſ- I 
1 tion may perhaps ſtartle vou, it may perhaps ſhock 
i you; but it is a fair queſtion, and deſerves an unpre- 3 
+ judiced conſideration, and candid anſwer. F 
1 In order to render this argument complete, let us | 2 
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: 
| il now take into conſideration what efence is, and what 
perſon is; and whether they differ ſo materially as 


Trinitarians would have us believe. --- The common 


14 definition of eſſence is, that it is the nature, ſub- 

0 1 {4 i o * . $ . . "= 
1 ſtance, or being of a thing, that which conſtitutes 4 
115 2 


1 - or determines the nature of it; or which is abſo- 92 
* lutely neceſſary for its being what it is.“ The com- ; | 
| mon definition of a perſon is, that it is an individual A 
| | ſubſtance of a rational or intelligent nature.” Now 
ll theſe two definitions, the one of the term eſſence, and pre 
W the other of the term perſon, do, at the utmoſt, ſhew 1 
us, that the only difference between eſſence and perſon 
. is this, that eſ/ence is the nature common to all of the 
ji ſame claſs of beings, and that pon is the individua- 2 
|. tion of that eſſence; but ſtill it leaves every diſtinct 4 
1 perſon with his own peculiar ſhare (if I may fo 19 
1 ſpeak) of that eſſence, and then the eſſence of each . 5 
| perſon 3 
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rerſon becomes as individual as the perſon is; ſeparates 
and diſtin from all other eſſences of the ſame kind. 
This ſort of reaſoning, I am perſuaded, gives the ut- 
moſt ſcope to the diſtinction between perſon and 
eſſence that it will bear : And admitting that theſe 
diſtinctions are the production of nature, and not 
mere terms of art, there is nothing gained from hence 
in favour of a plurality of perſons in the unity of the 
divine eſſence. es 

The fact however is, that the word ſence is a mere 
term of art, which has no preciſe foundation in nature: 
And although it may ſerve, in this way, in common 
parlance to help our expreſſion, yet it does not convey 
any thing intelligible to the mind; it does not help 
our ideas to a ſingle fact, that we cannot attain to by 
the uſe of the term per/on only: Nay, the moſt ſimple 
definition of either of theſe terms, will exactly ſuit the 
other of them: Thus, the eſſence of an intelligent being, 
7s that which determines what that being is; or, the perſon 
of an intelligent being, is that which determines what that 
being is And whether we call a man a human being, 
or a human per/on, we mean exactly the ſame thing ; 
and they, in fact, are the ſame thing. ; 

And what we before obſerved is true, that the phraſe, 
the eſſence of a being, is of no uſe to convey ideas to 
our minds more than the term perſon is: that we in 
common ſpeak of the eſſence of a being, the eſſence of 
a perſon, the eſſence of a thing; as though eſſence 
were rather a property of being than being itſelf. And 
that per/on is the moſt natural term, and gives the 
readieſt and plaineſt information to the mind, is clear; 
in that the per/on is viewed rather as the eſſential in- 
telligent being itſelf, than as an attribute, or quality, 


of a being: For whereas the term eſſence is applicable 
to 
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to things inanimate, as well as animate; perſonality is 
applicable only to a rational and intelligent nature. 
Allow, however, for the ſake of argument, the diſ- 
tinction of eſſence and perſon ; and we ſhall then find 
in nature, no inſtance of one eſſence with more than 
one perſon ; nor an inſtance of one perſon with more 
than one eſſence. And as we can only reaſon from what 
we know, we are bound to believe, that throughout all 
nature, each individual perſon has his own individual 
eſſence, diſtinct from the eſſence of all other perſons 


whatſoever. | 
From what has been ſaid, it may; at any rate, be rea- 


ſonably inferred, that there does not in nature exiſt any 
ſuch diſtinction of perſons and eſſences, as will juſtify 
the Trinitarian doctrine ; or, if we take it for granted, 
that God is ſomehow three, and ſomehow one, that 
there does not exiſt ſuch a diſtinction of perſons and 
eſſences, as will make it appear a neceſſary concluſion, 
that he is rather three perſons in one eſſence, than that 
he is three eſſences in one perſon : And if the light we 
have from nature and the holy Scriptures, has taught 
us expreſly the diſtinction Trinitarians make; the for- 
mer, by ſhewing that it is poſſible that there may be 
more than one individual perſon in one individual 
eſſence; and the latter, by ſhewing that this poſſible 


thing is realized in the Deity: then, we may not 


heſitate to believe that there is in the one Divine 
eſſence a multiplied perſonality. But if, in viewing 
nature, we find no examples of ſuch a diſtinction, or, 
rather, if in viewing it we find that this is a diſtinc- 
tion which nature diſavows; and if in exploring the 
pages of Revelation, we find no ſuch diſtinction re- 
peatedly and expreſly taught, we are brought to the 
heighth of the argument - and there remains nothing 
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to be done, but that we acquieſce in the fimplicity of 
truth. | 

If I were to call upon you, Sir, to ſhew where the 
Scriptures repeatedly and expreſly declare, that there 
is a three-fold perſonality in the unity of the Divine 
eſſence ; it is manifeſtly clear, that I ſhould be pro- 
poſing to you an utterly impoſſible taſk : I ſhall 
therefore avoid putting you to this teſt, leſt it ſhould 
be conſtrued into an inſult to your underſtanding ; but 
ſhall ſatisfy myſelf with this conviction that the 
Scriptures obſerve a profound filence upon this Venrial point. 
of the controverſy. 

IT. It does not occur to me, that the paſlage, Luke 
iv. 8. has any thing in it reſpecting the matter in 
diſpute, unleſs it be, that it proves our Lord's ſub- 
ordination to God -- in that he is repreſented as telling 
ſatan that he could not worſhip him, becauſe he was 
bound to the worſhip and ſervice of GOD. 

III. You account for the inferiority our Lord 
ſpeaks of, John xx. 17. by obſerving, that he was 
inferior to God his Father: 1/2, In nature, by joining 
the human to the divine; 2dly, In eſſence, by being 
made fin for us, --- If theſe words of yours are not in 
a very high degree derogatory to the honour of the 
Deity, I do not perfectly underſtand them. Your 
diſtinction between the nature and eſſence of Chriſt, and 
as to his eſſence being made inferior to the Father, by 
having fin imputed to him, are ideas fo mazy and per- 
plexed, that no diſtin& meaning can be fixed either to 
them, or to any other part of your obſervations on this 
text. And the little that can be collected of your 
meaning appears to be of a very awful nature. Your 
undiſguiſed, naked arguments, ſtand thus : --- * There 
are more than one who are properly the ſupreme God; 

* namely, God the Father, and God the Son before 
| the 
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© the incarnation, God the Father was not the God 5 
* of God the Son — during the term of the incar- 1 
nation, God the Father was the God of God | 
the Son --- then, after the aſcenſion of God the 9 
Son, God the Father ceaſed to be Us God =z 
Again: * The Supreme God, even God the Son, 
being equal to the Supreme God, even God the Fa- 
ther, became (by joining the human nature to the "2M 
© divine) inferior to the Supreme God ”” Thus does 1 
this doctrine impute changes to him with whom there 
is no variableneſs, neither ſhadow of turning ! --- 
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Once more : God the Son being co-equal with God gs 
s the Father in his eſſence, became inferior to God the 
Father in his eſſence, by having ſin imputed to him: 
« that is, the ſupreme, independent, and eternally glo- 
© rious God and Father of all things, was made fin for 3 
< mankind; and ſo the very eſſence of God the Son, BH 
which is indiſputably the identical and individual 7 
« effence of God the Father, became inferior to the 
« eſſence of God the Father, and ſo, no doubt, inferior 
to itſelf.“ And this, you ſay, very clearly ac- * 
© counts, on ſcriptural principles, for this inferiority, 'F 
without the leaſt awectivg his divinity !* Gracious | 2 
God ! (with a mixture of horror and reverence 1 7 


fpeak it) how is it that rational beings will fo far depart 1 
from the truth, as to prefer the nonſenſe and traſh of 4 


error, to the ſubzime and rational truths of thy glo- 9 


rious goſpel! What 1s there in the moſt corrupt of all 1 
the legends of Popery --- what is there in the groſſeſt 
1Holatry of Heathens - what is there among the molt 
ibſurd fables of the Alcoran --- that deſerves the im- 
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putation of error and impiety, in a degree equal to 


this! How can we wonder that men ſtart back, with 


borror and indignation, from a ſyſtem, which preſents 
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itſelf to the rational belief, in ſuch hideous and queſ- 


tionable forms ? 
Excuſe, my friend, this zeal ; it is a love of the truth 
which directs me to oppoſe a ſyſtem ſo diſhonousable 
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5 to the immaculate Divinity, and ſo diſgraceful to 
15 rational creatures to believe! Let us no longer be 


aſtoniſhed at the ignorance and idolatry of the Hea- 
then, the ſuperſtition of the Papiſt, the idle fancies of 
the Mahometan, or the objections of the Deiſt; while 
Proteſtants can nouriſh in their minds a ſyſtem infi- 
nitely exceeding them all, in every thing that can ren- 
der religious ſpeculations contemptible. 

IV. After the moſt mature deliberation, I cannot 
help conſidering, that the words of Thomas, which 
you have quoted - Lord, and my God are a mere 
exclamation ; the reſult of a deyout rapture; pro- 
ceeding from his tranſport and aſtoniſhment, at having 
before his eyes one who was raiſed from the dead, and 
whom he never had expected to fee any more. Or, if we 
conſider theſe words of Thomas as directly applied to 
3 | Chriſt, we muſt, at the ſame time, make ſome allow- 
ances for the ſurprize and aſtoniſhment which then had 
ſcized him, and not tie ourſelves down to believe that 


4 he then conſidered our Lord in the character of the 
2 Supreme God. 

1 Admit, however, for a moment, that Thomas really 
3 conſidered our Lord (who then appeared before him in 
A a human form, with his fide and hands wounded) as the 
2 ſupreme and impaſſible Derry; yet, it will ſurely be 
1 admitted that Thomas was a fallible man, and there- 
4 fore might be miſtaken. Inſtances of the groſs igno- 
3 rance of the apoſtles concerning the perſon and miſſion 
4 of Chriſt, are very plentiful ; quite enough of them 
8 are recorded to aſſure us, that what was ſaid or done 
90 C by 
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by the apoſtles, previous to our Lord's aſcenſion, and 


cient apology for his zeal, if it does appear a little 
intemperate: and the generally dark ſtate of the hu- 
man mind at the time this happened, is a ſufficient 
apology for any appearance of ignorance. 

V. The ſame way in which you get rid of the plain 
language of our Lord, in John xx. 17. you uſe in diſ- 
poſing of Mark x. 18. hy calliſt thou me good ? There 
is none good but One, that is God. And you make our 
Lord's refuſal of the appellation good, to ariſe from his 
having the ſins of mankind imputed to him: Under 
this load of accumulated guilt, why calleſt thou me 
good?“ By this expoſition of our Lord's words, you 
make him to declare that he was gu/ty and that there- 
fore, the calling him good, was what he had no claim to. 
J am ſorry to find that you can reconcile to yourſelf the 
notion, that the dread and immaculate Deity had the 
fins of mankind imputed to him ; and that, by this 


in Jde-ogation of a conſiſtent and rational doctrine, 
and in ſupport of one full of abſurdity and contradic- 
tion, is, to me, a molt manifeſt proof of the puerile 


ſtate of the human mind; and that men, through the 


prejudice of education, may be brought to believe any 
thing. If they were willing to take the words as they 
Hand, without wreſting them, they contain a violent 

preſumptiye 


11 . ; | 
161 the deſcent of the Holy Ghoſt, is not fit matter either of "2 
i inſtruction or example to us. The rapture and aſto- 3 

niſhment he then experienced, are, however, a ſuffi- 3 


| 1 imputation, he became guilty ! This appears to me 

10 to be a monſtrous idea! Excuſe me if I declare, that 
| ill this notion is, in my opinion, moſt degrading to the * 
F 10 Deity, and retrogade to all our notions of his Su- | 
| il preme dignity. The method Trinitarians uſe of tor- 

| turing and perverting the plain language of Scripture, 5 
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preſumptive proof, that he was not that God of whom 


he was ſpeaking, as the Supreme God. And our 


Lord's rebuke did not ariſe from a ſenſe that he was 
not at all intitled to the appellation good: this by no 
means follows. His words were intended to teach 
the young man, who was the /zpreme and only eſſential 
Good. Our Lord's language tended to teach him two 
lefſons : the one of them, that there is but one ſu- 
preme, original good; which is God: the other, that 


he ſhould obſerve ſincerity and truth in his converſation. 


And it teaches us, that the doctrine of the ſupreme 
deity of Chriſt, was not only not taught by our blefſed 
Lord; but that he abſolutely diſavowed the idea. 
Why calleſt thou me good? there is none good but one; 
that is, GoD. In which words you will be pleaſed to ob- 
ſerve, that our Lord rejects, with a degree of indigna- 


tion, the idea of his being the ſupreme good; that is, 


Gop : and that he tells us who is the ſupreme good ; 
namely, Gop. Now, let it not be faid, that our Lord, 


in this declaration, did not exc/udehimfelf : becauſe ſuch 


a ſaying muſt proceed either from great ignorance, or 
great obſtinacy ; inaſmuch as it is impoſſible to read 
the words without perceiving, 1. That Chriſt did not 


eſteem himſelf to be the ſupreme, effential good : 


2. That he actually was not the ſupreme, effential 
good: 3. That there is only oe who is god in him- 
ſelf; that is, without communication from any other: 


4. That this one ſupreme good, is GOD: 5. Tha 


this ſupreme good, even God, is one being or perfon : 
6. That he is ſo the one good, in direct, general contra- 


diſtinction, to all other beings or perſons whatſoever : 


And, 7. That he is ſo the one Gop, and ſupreme, 
eſſential Good, in particular and direct contradiſtinc- 


tion to our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 5 
C- 2 : | VI. The 
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VI. The words of Paul to Timothy next claim 
our attention --- There is one God, and one Mediatar 
between God and man, the man, Chriſt Feſus.— This 
text certainly ſtands as a proof of the true nature 
of that excellent Being whom we call Jeſus Chrift. 
The apoſtle could not have uſed more poſitive and un- 
equivocal words, had he foreſeen all the abſurdities 
men have fallen into by means of the Trinitarian hy- 
potheſis. He tells you, that there is one God; this is 


his major propoſition : that there are alſo men: 


and, laſtly, that there is a certain Mediator be- 
tween that God and men ; namely, the man Chriſt Jeſus. 
If Paul had conceived that Jeſus Chriſt was the 
ſupreme God, would he not have done as a Trinitarian 
now would do? would he not have ſaid, that there is 
one Mediator between God and man, even Jeſus 
Chriſt, who is both God and man? --- In order to avoid, 
without much trouble, the evidence of this paſſage, 
you do not ſay a ſingle ſyllable as to the meaning 
of it; but merely quote it, (I preſume, to prove his 
manhood) and go directly to decide upon another point; 
Viz. that he is Cod alſo: And you leave this fame St. 
Paul to decide this for you ; as if it were very likely, 
that St. Paul, that great teacher and wiſe man, in 
order to convince the future generations of the world, 
that the Mediator was both God and man, would, 
in one epiſtle to Timothy, teach that he was poſi- 
tively a man; and, in an epittle written to the Chriſtians 
at Coloſſe, he ſhould ſay as poſitively, that he was the 
ſupreme God; leaving thoſe who were to be taught, to 
put theſe things together --- and to learn, by a mere 
train of reaſoning, that Chriſt, in one perſon, was the 
ſupreme God, and a mortal man, 
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Let us, however, ſee how deciffvely St. Paul has 
taught us that Chriſt was God alſo. In his Epiſtle 
to the Coloflians, (you ſay) he exhorts them finally 
to maintain the truth of Chriſt ; in whom, he imme- 
« diately adds, dwelleth all the fulneſs of the Godhead 
« bodily.” I obſerve, firſt, (which is, indeed, imma- 


terial to the argument) that the apoſtle does not, m- 


mediately before, exhort them, finally to maintain the 


Faith of Chriſt ; as you ſay he does. How you came 


to ſay that he had done ſo, is a little extraordinary! 
Your expoſition of the apoſtle's words, is as fol- 
lows : -In whoſe body dwelleth all the fulneſs of the Gad- 
head. Let this be taken as the true meaning of the 
words; and what do you gain by it, in proof of your 
point? Unitarians believe, as well as you do, that the 
ſapreme God did dwell in Chriſt : but they contend, 
chat if this being admitted, does prove that Chriſt is 
God, they can alſo, by the ſame ſort of argument, 
prove, that the ſaints are God; for God is ſaid to 
dwell in them: See 1 John iii. 24. ch. iv. 12. 15. 17, 
&c. And the apoſtle prays that they may be filled 
with all the fulneſs of God, Eph. iii. 19. If men were 
in the full poſſeſſion of their reaſoning powers, theſe 
obſervations would be ſufficient ; but as deep-rooted 
prejudices are to be encountered, we will go a little 
further. The words are - In him (that is, in Chriſt) 
dwelleth all the fulneſs of the Godhead bodily. Obſerve, 
the Godhead is ſaid to dwell bodily in Chriſt ; and 
therefore, it does not bear that leſs important ſenſe 


you adopt, of the Godhead being in the body of Chriſt, 


Obſerve alſo, that the Godhead is ſaid to dwell in 
Chriſt. And the word Chriſt is mentioned, ver. 5th and 
bth---Tour faith in Chriſt---Ye have received Chriſt Jeſus 


the Lord. Who, I pray you, is here meant by Chriſt ? 
The 
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The whole perfon of Chriſt, or a part of the perſon of 3 
Chriſt ? Undoubtedly, the whole; you will ſay. Be 
it ſo --- and let us us go on to ver. 8. which immedi- 

ately precedes the verſe we are conſidering : There, 2 
he again mentions Chriſt, And not after Chriſt.” --- 
Who is meant here, the whole of Chrift, or only a | 1 

part of Chriſt ? --- If you ſay the whole of Chriſt --- 1 

and what elfe can you ſay? — then it will turn out., 

that the Godhead which was in Chriſt, was not a 3 

part of Chriſt; and, therefore, that Chrift is not | 

God. For it is not faid, that the Godhead was united 2 


to Chriſt - or, that it was become @ part of Chriſt - * 

or, that the Godhead was become Chriſt : --- but, that 3 

in Chriſt - in that per/on, agent, or being, who is called 

Chriſt --- the fulneſs of the Godhead dd dwell. ---- 3 

If, on the other hand, you ſhould find courage enough 4 

to aſſert, that ã part of Chriſt is meant; then ſhew 4 

me, or give up your cauſe, that there is ſufficient Z 

reaſon, in all the former parts of the epiſtle, to un- 4 

derſtand the word Chriſt, as referring to the 2 I 

perſon of Chriſt ; and that, in this particular place, it 3 

means @ part only of the perſon of Chriſt. 3 

What then, you will fay, can be the meaning of 5 

the text ? --- I will anſwer you, in one of the learned | 4 

HammonD's notes on the paſſage; who was a Trini— 4 

tarian. He ſays --- * The word bodily, may be taken 3 

in oppoſition to /padows, or dark re/emblances; God's $ 

will being in Chriſt, not in ſhadows, (as among the 1 

1 « Jews) ; but plainly and /ub/tantially revealed, for the 3 
1B practice of inward purity ; and not for the obſerva- 3 
10 49 tion of thoſe ſhadows thereof, which had been amongſt E 
1 the Jews. And thus the 17th verſe ſeems to inter- 3 
' « pret it - The ſabbaths are a /adow of things to N 
* come; but the b:dy is of Chriſt: though they were 5 
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eas commemorations inſtituted for the Jews, by 
« ſtrength of that inſtitution to be obſerved by them; 
yet had they alſo a further aſpect to ſomewhat 
under the New- Teſtament ; and, as ſuch, are ſaid to 


© be a /hadow of things to come, the body, or reality, 
« whereof is of Chriſt : - where the Chriſtian do#rine 


is affirmed to be that /ub/antial divinity, of which 
that which was under the law was a /adow.*--- 
Theſe are the words of that learned man --- I hope 
you will not flight his obſervations. Rememher, my 
dear friend, that Truth is a weighty and momentous 
thing ; and that it will beſt anſwer the great purpoſe 
of our beings, to lay aſide creeds and formularies, and 


to give credit to the doCtrine of God, as it is taught in 
the Scriptures, I am, | 


DEAR SIR, 


Your very humble ſervant, 


G. &. 
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LETTER IL 
DEAR SIR, 


SHALL now come to the poſitive or affirmative 

part of this.controverſy, (as you term it) and 

4 examine that part of your publication wherein you 
proceed to prove that Jeſus Chriſt is Gop. 

The firſt paſſage you adduce, is Gen. i. 1. © In 
the beginning God created the heavens and the earth.“ 
How does this prove that Jeſus Chriſt is God? You 
fay, By reading John i. 3. and Col. i. 16, &c. we 
*« ſhall find that the Lord Jeſus Chriſt was here par- 
* ticularly and eſpecially referred to as God the crea- 
* tor.” I have read the paſſages you have referred 
to, and can find no ſuch particular and eſpecial reference 
as you ſpeak of --- but feel freſh afloniſhment at the 
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poſitive and unfounded aſſertions with which this doc- 1 
trine is ſupported. Nothing, however, is more cer- | 
tain, than that this ſort of language cannot alter facts, | 
* or convince the minds of thinking men. . 
II. The firſt paſſage you refer to, in ſupport of your 1 
declaration, is John i. 3. All things were made by 2 


him, and without him was not any thing made which 
was made. - contend, Sir, that although it ſhould 
here be proved, that all things were made by Chriſt, 
yet it would be no proof that he was the Creator 
of them, in the true and primary idea of creation. Fo 
The words would prove indeed, that Chriſt was a 5 
mean or agent made uſe of by the Supreme Father in 1 
the i. 


[ 25 1 
the creation whatever creation it be that the apoſtle 
alludes to : but they would not prove that the Al- 
mighty Power which brought this world into being, 
was the power of CHRIST - for that is the point in 
eontroverſy. By this time you may probably begin to 
think that the evidence of this text, is irrefragable in 
your favour : but let me intreat you for a moment to 
ſuſpend your judgment, and I pledge myſelf to ſhew 
you, that what I have ſaid is the fact: and that the 
work of creation furniſhes you with no proof whatever 
of the deity of Chriſt --- if it be admitted that Jeſus 
Chriſt, and the creation of the world, are here both 


| ſpoken of. Nay, 1 will prove to demonſtration (if 


there is any proof which deſerves that name) that the 
part our bleſſed Lord ſuſtained in the tranſaction 
which the apoſtle refers to, is an invincible proof that 
he is not the ſupreme God, the Creator of all things. 

You will be pleaſed to obſerve, that the word tranſ- 
lated by, „ by whom all things were made,” is %, 
which frequently ſignifies the agent, mean, or inſtrument, 
by which any one performs a thing; as # ſignifies the 
operation of him, from whom the authority or power 


proceeds. And if this be the cafe, (and that it is, I 


will anon prove to you) what hinders but that we 
ſhould underſtand here, that God made all things, by 


or through (%%) Jeſus Chriſt b: 


Let us now proceed to prove that this was the caſe : 
that he was a mean or agent under the Supreme Being, 
in the work here referred to. The apoſtle Paul, no 
doubt alluding to the ſame ſubject, Epheſ. iii. g. tells 
us that God created all things % by Jeſus Chriſt,” 
Here you ſee, Sir, that GOD is pointed out to us as 
the fountain, or firſt cauſe, of the creation of which 
he ſpeaks. 4 God created all things” -- this is a moſt 
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expreſs and poſitive declaration: 
the primary cauſe of this creation. 
God effect this, (for he, in his wiſdom, generally acts 
by means)? The apoſtle tells you, that he created 
them 3 JEsus' CHRIST.“ Jeſus Chriſt was the 


How did 


agent, or medium, he uſed in that work. Now I 
argue, that he who created was Gop, and he by 
whom God created, muſt be another being, and in- 
ferior to God; and that for theſe reaſons : —— Firſt, 


7 


becauſe there are two named, one of whom does an act 
by the power and authority of the other; and therefore 
he muſt be another being, as no one can be his own 


agent : He who acts, and he by whoſe authority he 


acts, 'muſt be two. And, ſecondly, as our Lord has 


ſaid, that he who ſends is greater than him who is ſent, 
ſo he who bears any commiſſion, muſt be inferior to 


him whoſe commiſſion he bears. I ſhould not inforce 


the matter in this way, but I fear you wonld other- 
wiſe paſs over too lightly, this explicit proof of 
our Lord's inferiority to the Father, in the work here 
referred to ; eſpecially as the creation of the world, 
which you ſuppoſe is taught in theſe words, is ſo fre- 
quently adduced in proof of their equality. 

And this is not all : the ſame apoſtle, r Cor, 
viii. 5, 6. ſtill more demonſtrably ſupports this doc- 
trine, and puts it out of all diſpute ; fo that did I not 
know you, and the force of education upon honeſt 


minds, I ſhould be led to conclude, that none but in- 


tereſted men, or men diſtempered in their minds, could 
gainſay it. --- Though there be that are called gods, 
c whether in heaven or in earth, (as there be gods 


© many, and lords many); but to us there is but one 


God, the Father, of ( or from) whom are all things, 
and we in him; and one Lord Jeſus Chriſt, by (5z) 
| hom 
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whom are all things, and we by him.“ The ſubject 
here is, the one GoD, and one Logp of Chriſtians. --- 
The one God he declares is THE FATHER ; the one 
Lord he declares is JesUus CHRIST. He alſo tells 
us, that all things are of ( or from) God ; as 2 Cor. 


v. 18*. And by way of diſtinguiſhing the one Lord. 
| | Jeſus 


* This paſſage ſhews, that in the work of Redemption, God is 
the ſpring and fountain of all we are bleſſed with; and if the im- 


port of this and the three following verſes, be duly conſidered, 


they will be found to contain, in a very few words, the whole ſum 
and fubſiance of the Goſpel : All things are of God” in Te deu, all 
things proceed from God, as the great ſource of all --- 2vho hath 
reconciled us to himſelf? --» Obſerve, the work of Redemption is the 
fruit of the love of God --- Obſerve alſo, that the redemption of 
mankind conſiſts not in God's being reconciled to man, but in 
man's being reconciled to God --- * by 41 Jeſus Chriſt.“ Here he 
declares the means by which this reconciliation was eſſected; it 
was by the miſſion and inſtrumentality of Jefus Chriſt. For 
God (ſays the apoſtle) was in Chrift, reconciling the world unto him- 
ſelf”. Still you ſee God was the Reconciler, and God did this 7x 
and by Chriſt: Not :mputing their treſpaſſes unto them." He does 
not ſay that God was reconciled to man ; much lefs that he was 
reconciled by receiving an equivalent; not a word about either: 
But man was reconciled to God, by having his ſins forgiven him, 
of the free mercy and love of God? * And hath committed unto us 
the min:ifiry of reconciliation :? Hath appointed us to declare to all 
the world, the exceeding riches of God's grace and mercy to man- 
kind, and thereby to reſtore mankind to virtue, and friendſhip with 
God. Now then, zur are ambaſſadors for Chrift : as though God did 
beſeech you by us, we pray you, in ChriſÞs ſtead, be ye reconciled to 
God,” The miniſtry of this reconciliation being committed to us ; 
we therefore, as the ambaſſadors of Chriſt, pray you to be reconciled 
to God... - « Sill; you ſee, not one word about God's being re- 
conciled to us. For he hath made him, who knew no fin, to be fin 
for us, that wve might be made the righteouſneſs of God in him.“ For 
he hath ſuffered him, who was an innocent character, and therefore 


did not deſerve any puniſhment, to be accuſed, condemned, and 
D 2 | executed 


5 
Jefus Chriſt from the one God, he tells you, that all 


things are by (3% through) JESUS CHRIST. A. 


the apoſtle was here ſpeaking againſt the polytheiſm of 
the heathens, and teaching the Corinthians who was, 
the true God of the Chriſtians, no occaſion could: 
have been more opportune than this, for declaring. 
openly his ſentiments concerning the Deity : and if 
the Trinity had been an oential or fundamental article. 
of the Chriſtian faith, I am perſuaded no reaſon can 
be given to juſtify ſo groſs an omiſſion, as the apoſtle 


muſt, in that caſe, have made in this inſtance. But the. 


fact is, that Paul knew of no ſuch doctrine : he knew 
only, that the foundation of all true religion was the 


acknowledgment of one living and true God; and that 


the peculiar doctrine of the Chriſtian religion, 'was, 
that God has conſtituted as the Lord, Head, and Sa- 
viour of mankind, his fon Fe/us Christ. 

III. You {kip over the hiſtory of 3000 years, before 
we have another intimation of the ſupreme Godhead 


executed as a crimmal, /S:e IS. BAR RO 's Sermon on-t'e Paſſion, 
p. 74, 75.0 --- But you will obferve that this was done “ for us, 
that is, no doubt, on our behalf, for our good : it was not done for 
his own ſake, it was done for us, vT!p Hu: and that we might be 


ſaved, as he repeatedly declared: See John x. 11. Is, &c. I lay 


down my life uno for my Jheep . Vat we might be made the righ- 
teouſneſs of God in him: that we might, 77 and throvgh Chriſt, 
that is, By the mears of his doctrine, example, and ſuffering, 
become reconciled and obedient to the divine will and law. And 
this explanation exactly accords with wer. 15, © He died for ( vrep) 
all, that they which live, ſhould not henceforth live unto them- 
ſelves ; but unto him who died for (vT#p) them, and roſe again.” z.e. 
ver. 15. } the end of his dying was, that we ſhould live unto him 
that died for us: and / ver. 21. ) the end of his dying was, that we 
Mould, through him, become righteous --- that we ſhould Pu 
ſuch righteouſneſs as God approves. 
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pf Jeſus Chriſt : we are then directed to Iſa. ix. 3. 
which paſſage, I conceive, will anſwer no better pur - 
poſe to your cauſe than the laſt has done. As the 
two appellations of Mighiy God, and Everlaſting Father, 
have the greateſt ſtreſs laid on them, let us, for a mo- 
ment, attend to them. | | 
The two Hebrew words, compoſing the appellation 
Mighty God, are 1134 Y, literally God, Mighty: 
Aye, ſay you, a very plain proof that he is the ſupreme 
God: He would not be called fo, if he were not ſo. 
Hold, my friend, you may be miſtaken. The names 
by which perſons and things are called, do not always 
determine their natures - if it were ſo, what would 
you do (among a thouſand other inſtances) with the 
angel Gabriel, d]: this was the name whereby that 
angel was called: And if n bx proves that our Lord 
was the ſupreme God, 58124 will as effectually prove 
that that angel was the ſupreme God: and this, ne 
doubt, will be multiplying deities beyond your wiſhes. 
We have now to conſider the other appellation, 
Everlaſting Father --- Ty aN The word Everlaſting, 
is the important word here. Now conſult, I pray 
you, your Bible -- and you will find, that if the word 
zy ſignifies everlaſting at all, it does by no means ſignify 
eternity, in the proper ſenſe of the word, as including 
all that is paſt, preſent, and to come. Nay, it figni- 
fies but one of the three, and that is time to come +, 
the future age, the world to come, according to the Jewiſh 
ſenſe of that phraſe : as comprehending the whole 
of the mediatorial kingdom of Jeſus Chrift. The 
ſenſe therefore ſeems clearly to be, that this Child to 
. | be 
* See an exactly parallel paſſage, Luke i. 32. 


+ It is probably derived of , to paſs, and ſo refers to the mo- 
tion of time onward. 
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Be Born, the wonderful Meſſiah, ſhould be the leader 
and director of his people; that he ſhould have dom:- 
nion and ſtrength, i. e. he ſhould be a mighty God; he 
ſhould be exalted, and reign for ever as the Head and 


Saviour of his people; be ſhould be their everlaſting 


Father and Friend. | 

.. . And what is there in all this to prove that he 
mould be the Supreme God? Surely not one word! 
He was to be inveſted with dominion : *All power 
ram iZoiz, all authority] in heaven and earth is given 
unto me by my Father,” ſays our Lord: He ſhall 
reign till he hath put all enemies under his feet,” ſays 
Paul: Gop hath highly exalted him, and given 
him a name which is above every name,” ſays Paul 
again. --- Indeed, if you lock through the whole of 


the New Teſtament, you will find, that whatever 


things are attributed to him, which exalt our notions 
of him as ſuperior to a mere man, thoſe things were 
g1ven unto him by the FATHER. --- Nay, he even tells 
you, that the works, the miraculous works, which he 
did while on earth, were not done by his owy power; 
whether you will conſider him as God, or as a man: 
for he tells you, that-the works that he did, were done 
by the power of God, the finger of God,; that they were 
done not by the power of the Son, but by the power 
of the FATHER, who ſent him. 

IV. Ifai. xii. 1, 2. come next under conſideration. 
Upon this paſſage I ſhall only obſerve, that there does 
not appear to me to be any reaſon whatever for the ap- 
plication you have made of it, to the ſalvation you ſay 
our Lord obtained by being a ſacrifice for fin. There 
is no doubt but that JEHOVAH was called the Saviour, 
and the Salvation, of the Jews, from the frequent inter- 


poſitions of hisprovidenceand power, in delivering them 
from 
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from their neighbouring enemies: and there is no 
doubt but that this is the meaning here. Vou have 
made a moſt violent exertion in drawing this paſſage 
into the ſervice of your cauſe. Beſides, ſuppoſing it 
ſhould appear that it is a reference to the ſalvation of 
Chriſt; yet, as Chriſt was the medium of that falva- 
tion which God had appointed, it would be very con- 
ſiſtent with the language of Scripture, that this ſhould 
be called (as it was in fact) the /alvation of God. 

V. Fehovah-Tjidkenu, from Jer. Xx1ii. 6. and chap. 
xxxili. 16. next claim our attention — hp m; the 


Tord, or Jebovab our Righteouſneſs. 1 confeſs, at firſt 
fight, there appears a little difficulty in this paſſage : 


but I cannot allow, that this paſſage bears any other 
meaning than thoſe other numerous ones, which ſpeak 
of Chriſt as the Meſſenger, the Servint, the anointed 
Saviour of the great Gop, and as bearing his name 
and commiſſion. And indeed, if we analyſe the paſ- 
ſages themſelves, where theſe words occur, we ſhall 
probably find, that this is all they are intended ta 
teach us --- ** Behold, the days come, faith the Lord, 
„that I will raiſe unto David a righteous branch: 
«© and this is his name whereby he ſhall. be called, 
„ Fehovah, hp mM, the Lord our Righteouſneſs.” _ 
The ſpeaker here is Fehovah--- Thus ſaith the Lord.” 
We have here no intimation that there is more than 
one Jehovah. Jehovah ſays, I wil! rai/e --- Jehovah 
will raiſe. Raiſe what ?---raiſe Jehovah ? No- I 
will raiſe unto David a Branch. David was a man: a 
ranch from this lem, muſt alſo be a man. It appears, 
that whateyer zame this branch ſhould bear, he ſhould 
be truly and properly a man, of the ſeed of David --< 
„And this is the name whereby he ſhall be called.“ 
Obſerye, Sir, he does not fay ---- Hud this branch 
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010 be IEHOVAu. Not a word like it. The pros 
phet tells us merely, that he ſhould be called fo : it 
ſhould be his name: It ſhould be the name of the 


branch, the man; not the name of ſomething which 


ſhould be ſuperadded to the man; but the branch itſelf, 
and not any thing elſe, ſhould be called IEHOVAH. 
I do not conceive, however, that the words mean that 
this ſhould be his common appellation. We know 
that appellation to have been JESUS CKRIST, the 
anvinted Sabiour. What then does it mean ? --- 
I think, the only fair and rational conſtruction of it 


is this --- That this branch of David, whom Gon 
mould raife up to be the Prince and Saviour of man- 


kind, ſhould be inveſted with Divine authority and 
power : Gop would be with him; and he ſhould de- 
Clare the glad tidings of ſalvation : he ſhould publiſh 
the righteouſneſs of God: he ſhould be a preacher of 
righteouſneſs, a diſpenſer of the immaculate law of 
Gop : he ſhould himſelf be a righteous branch ; his 
whole life ſhould be a continued record of righteouſ- 
neſs, beneyolence, and truth : and, for theſe reaſons; 
he ſhould, in fact, be the means of diſplaying the 
righteouſneſs of Gop to mankind, and of ſecuring the 
righteouſneſs of mankind towards GoÞ :---he ſhould 
emphatically be the way and means by which Fehovah 
would make known and eſtabliſh his own righteouſ- 
neſs, and by which he would promote and ſecure the 
righteoufneſs of man. 

And this is well expreſſed in the Chaldee para- 
phraſe of this part of the verſe --- This is his name by 
which they ſpall call him; Me PRs 2 Jhall be to us from 
the face of the Lord, in his days. 

But I think I hear you exult, and {ay --- © You 
« have proved that this branch is a man. We acknow- 
' 66 ledge 
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* ledge it --- we know he is a man and therefore 
« you have taken pains to prove that, which we 
M « already believe, as much as you do.” This I deny: 
You do not ſo firmly believe his manhood as Unita- 
rians do. You ſay, that God and man are one Chriſt 


© | that in this one Chriit there is but one perſon --- 
3 that this perſon is not the human perſon, but the di- 
9 vine perſon --- that it is not the perſon of the man, 
9 but the ſecond perſon in the Trinity. For, as with 
1 regard to the Trinity, you tell us, that there are three 
=p perſons, and one effence --- ſo, with regard to the 


Meſſiah, you ſay, that there are two eſſences, and but 
one perſon. And, I contend, that he is not a 
man who is a mere abſtract eflence, without a perſon, 
if ſuch a thing were poſfible to exiſt: for it can by no 
means be admitted, that ſuch a thing ever did exiſt ; 
ſeeing that Reaſon denies the poſſibility of it, and the 
Scriptures acquieſce in that denial, by not having 
even hinted at it. And however Trinitarians may pre- 
tend that they believe Chriſt to be a perfect Man FIR 
every one who conſiders the ſubject, muſt be con- 
vinced that they deny it. The Trinitarian doctrine, 
followed into its true conſequences, ſtands thus: 
No one is a man who hath not an human PERSON, but Chriſt 
bath not an human perſon-: therefore, Chriſt is not a man.— 
Theſe doctrines of the unity of perſon, and abſtract 
human eſſence in Chriſt, appear to. be more ſtrange 
than the doctrine of the Trinity. In the one, each 
perſon is ſaid to have an eſſence, the eſſence being un- 
divided in the other, we have an eſſence without a 
perſon, and a perſon with a two-fold eſſence; or, as 
the Creed ſays . One altogether, not by confuſion of 
ſubſtance, (or eſſence) ; but by unity of perſon.” Thus 
men implicitly affect to believe, that which it is im- 
E. poſſible 


— 


— 


5 „ 


poſſible we can form the moſt diſtant notion of : For 
that which never did exiſt, and by the laws of nature 
never can exiſt, we can have no adequate conception: 
of, and, of courſe, it cannot be an object of our faith. 
But fill it will be aſked --- How comes he to be. 
called Fehovah, mm, which is the incommunicable 
name of God ? | 
I anſwer, that he is not called imply Fehoveh ; but, 
in the uſe of his name here, there is a ſomething an- 
nexed to it, which ſhews its application --- Jehovah 
= our Righteouſneſs --- juſt as places formerly were deno- 
minated Jebovab, becauſe of ſome ſingular inſtances of 
Divine power, or providence, which appeared or hap- 
pened there; as, Jehovah-Jireh, the Lord provideth, 
Gen. xxii. 14. --- Jehovah-Niſſi, the Lord my Banner, 
Exod. xvil. 15. --- Jehovah-Shalom, the Lord of Peace, 
Judges vi. 24. Ezek. xlviii. ver. ult. Jehovah-Sham- 
mah, the Lord is there. So here, Jehovah-Tſidkenu, 
the Lord our Righteouſneſs. 


Now, if places could receive the name of Fehovah, 1 
becauſe of ſome memorable inſtance of his interpoſi- 1 
tion there; is it at all wonderful that He, in whom 1 
God hath ſo ſignally manifeſted himſelf to the world, 3 
and whom he hath ſet in heavenly places, far above 7 : 


all principality, and power, and might, and dominion, 
and every name that is named, not only in this world, 
but in that which is to come I ſay, we cannot won- 
der if He, in whom God hath ſo viſibly ſhewn him- 
ſelf, and whom he hath ſo highly exalted, ſhould be 

denominated Fehovah our Righteouſneſs, | 
Again, it is not ſomething undefined which is 
named 7ehoveh : If it had been ſo, we might be led 
to underitand by it the Supreme God. But we are 
prevented doing this; we have a character given to 
the 
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e perſon, which makes it incompatible with the idea 
ef Supreme Divinity: for this very being, who is 


denominated Fehovah-T/idkenu, is a branch of David; 


he ſhould ſpring from David's loins; and ſhould there- 
fore be a Man: and if ſo, it is impoſſible that Fehowah- 


T/idkenu can here ſignify the Supreme God. 


Names were among the ancierit Hebrews generally 
compounded of two or more words, deſcribing the par- 
ticular circumſtances that gave riſe to the name; and 
the word Zehovah, or God, very commonly formed a 
part of it, Of this we have a very applicable inſtance 
in the name of Zedekiah, which is compounded of the 
very words which compoſe the name here given to our 
Lord; except that the pronoun h, is added to our 
Lord's name, u- ix, Tzidik-Jehovah, the Righteonſ= 
neſs of Jehovah. So 7ehoakim, Dpr-vT, Tehovah will 
eſtabliſh. Again, Tehozachin, py - 1, Jehovah will pre- 
pare: and Feconiab, 1 Chron. iii. 16. ſeems to be a 
tranſpoſition of the laſt name, - 3. — S0 Jacob calls 
a certain place Peniel, p, the Face of God; be- 
cauſe, ſays he, 'I have ſeen God face to face. And Ja- 
cob's name was changed from Jacob to /rae!, N, 
prevailing with God, becauſe he had power with God : 


Gen. xxxIi. 28. 
To this arrangement may be added, the names 


Tjaiah, Jaſiah, Feremiah, Zephaniah, Daniel, Lamuel, 


Abiel, Ezekiel, Samuel, &c. &c. &c. An hundred 
inſtances of this nature, may be produced from the 
Old Teſtament. 

VI. Zech. xiii. 7. Awake, O ſword, againſt my 
ſhepherd; and againſt the man that is my fellow, ſaith 
the Lord of hoſts.” Whatever is meant by the words 
my fellow, it is plain that the perſon ſpoken of was a man 


— Awake, O ſword, againſt the man who is my fellow. 
| E 2 Beſides, 
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„ 
Beſides, you do not think the impaſſible Deity was ſlain, 
It you do, I very much doubt the divinity of your 


doctrine. Again, it is Fehovah who ſpeaks : it does not 


ſeem that it was any particular perſon in the divine 
eflence, who was ſpeaking ; but merely Fehovah, in- 
tending ſimply and abſolutely the one Supreme God. 
--- Now, Jehovah thus ſpeaking of a man who was his 
fellow, cannot be underſtood to mean, that the man 
who was ſo his fellow, was that very 7ehovah who 
was ſpeaking : And if we do not carry it thus far, we 
do not make it ſignify enough to render it ſerviceable 
to the Trinitarian cauſe. 

Perhaps you will fay, (for ſo you muſt ſay, if you 
ſay any thing) either, © that the manhood of Chriſt is 
called God's fellow, by reaſon of the hy poſtatic union; 
or, „ that the word man, ſignifies excluſively the man- 
hood of Chriſt ---- and the words my fellow, his 
divinity.” Although both of theſe ſubtle evaſions are 
incompatible with the words of the paſſage, and with 
com mon- ſenſe, and therefore ought to be paſſed over 
in ſilence ; yet, let us conſider them diſtinctly--And 
firſt, you will ſay; that the manhood of Chriſt is 
called God's fellow, becauſe of the hypoſtatic union. 
But how does this appear? Where is the paſſage that 
ſpeaks of ſuch an union? Where is your evidence of 
the fact? --- I will anſwer for you. It is in ſuch 
paſſages as this, upon which the very objection is 
founded, that you muſt find your proof of this union 
of two natures in one perſon : which reduces you 
to the dilemma of waiving an objection, by an ap- 
peal to the objection itſelf. Your argument is, 
he is called God, and he is called man; yet he was but 
one perſon : and therefore, he muſt be both God and 
man, in one perſon; and that one perſon is the ſecond; 
in the Trinity. But do not you ſee, my friend, that 
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this is begging the queſtion ? Do not you ſee, that this 
is taking that for granted, which is the only point to 
be proved? Do not you ſee, that by this mode of rea- 


ſoning, you eſtabliſh a poſtulatum, where you ought 
to make a proof? Is there not leſs difficulty in con- : 


ceiving that Chriſt is really a man; but that, on ac- 

count of the Divine commiſſion which he ſuſtained, . 

he is ſometimes called a God ? | 

If, therefore, no ſuch hypoſtatic union can be ſup- 

= ported, but by the imperious dogma of intereſted or 
E | prejudiced men I ſhall be bold enough to think for 
- myſelf; and to take that ſide which has leaſt difficulty, 
i which is moſt conſonant to Scripture in general, and 
T which does leaſt invade the rights of common ſenſe : 
be. and I earneſtly invite you to follow the example, and 
o to do honour to the truth, by a chearful obedience 
RE” to it. | 
3 There are many men in the world to whom nothing 
appears ſo ſtrange, as that Divine truths ſhould be 
perfectly underſtood: And the attachment theſe men 
have to religious doctrines, is proportioned to the de- 
9 gree of myſtery there is in them: nay, they are fondeſt 
1 of thoſe opinions which they leaſt underſtand. — I 
1 do aver, if the Scriptures of the New-Teſtament are 
MW the foundations of the Chriſtian faith, that Chriſti- 
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menſurate with the rational powers of men nay, it 
may be underſtood, even by the unlettered part of our 
tellow-mortals, 5 
Let us now advert to the other objection, that the 
word man, ſignifies the manhood, and the words my fel- 
loro, the Godhead : And it is plain that this cannot be 
the fact, unleſs we ſuppoſe the hypoſtatic union to be 
diſſolved ; and there is no reaſon to ſuppoſe, that any 
more than one nature is here ſpoken of? The ſubject 
£ ſpoken 


YO TCO CER OE RR Tg 
Beth” 4 pd , : 


bo — N — — — » ” 
5 " — 5 — 
* — — + * — — _ - — 
oe ale r 22 I — 
- 


— — * — — 
—— — . — 
— * 4 
— 
— 


Py 


— 5 — teg/ 
3 Ca men Ar Ae ant 


n 
— —— 


— 


44 
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ſpoken of, appears to be one only — the Man+which 
very man was Fehovab's fellow. And, without there be 
in the union of the two natures, a confuſion of ſub- 
ſtance, (which Athanaſaus denies) the Man cannot be 
called JEnovAHn's fellow, in the Trinitarian ſenſe of 
the words; becauſe they profeſs to prove his Divinity 
from theſe words : but that which had taken the man- 
hood into itſelf, would be Fehowvah's fellow --- and 
thus this objeCtion is reprobated, in the words of the 
paſſage before us; which ſpeak of the man, as God's 
fellow. | | . 

VII. John i. 14. In the beginning was the Word, 
and the Word was with God, and the Word was God: 


all things were made by him, Sc. And the Word was 


made fleſh, and dwelt among us.” Now, Sir, you 
will be pleaſed to obſerve, that if theſe words had been 
intended to teach the Deity of our Lord, it is likely 
the apoſtle would have uſed leſs exceptionable terms; 
he would have told us, at once, that Fe/us Chriſt was 
the only true God. The word God, when uſed abſo- 
lutely, muſt, if there be a Trinity in Unity, mean the 
whole Godhead : Let me aſk you then, whether the 
apoſtle did ſo mean in this place ? or whether he meant 
the Father and Holy Ghoſt ; or whether he meant the 
Father only, with whom the Word was? If you ſay, 
that the term God, with whom the Word is ſaid to have 
been, means the whole Godhead; you then exclude 2he 
Mord, as a perion, from the character of the Supreme 
God, or you muſt go a ſtep farther than Trinitarians 
generally allow themſelves to go, and that is, to diſ- 


tinguiſh the ſecond perſon from himſelf : for though 


it is common with them to diſtinguiſh a perſon from 
the eſſence of that perſon, yet it is not uſual for a 
perſon to be contradiftinguiſhed from himſelf. If 

you 
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you ſay the word God means the Father and Holy 
(Ghoſt, I pray you to ſhew your reaſons for that be- 
lief. And when you are doing this, give ſome plain 
and incontrovertible inſtances of this uſe of the word 
God. And I beg you will favour me in this way with 
that openneſs and candour which belong to you; for 
however dogmatical aſſertions may ſatisfy men who 
are willing to ſubmit to any opinion the Church may 
dictate, they cannot, in the nature of things, ſatisfy a 
conſcientious and enquiring mind. | 

I am perfectly perſuaded, that the refult of this 
enquiry will induce us to conclude, that by the term 
Gop in this text, the FATHER, the ONE SUPREME 
and LIvING Gop, is intended : And it will then fol- 
low, either that the Word is not a diſtinct being (or 
per ſon) from the Father, and that this is a mere per- 
ſonification of the Mord or Miſdom of God: or, that 
the Word is a diſtinct perſon, but God in an inferior 
and ſubordinate ſenſe; as Judges, Magiſtrates, and 
others, are ſo termed: ſee Exod. vii. 1. Pſal. Ixxxii. 1. 
And either of theſe expoſitions, avoids that obſcurity 
and difficulty which attend the Trinitarian conſtruc- 
tion, and renders the Scripture-doctrine concerning 
God the ſubject of rational faith, to the humble and 
honeſt enquirer. 

« And the Word was made fleſh.” Here is not a 
word about the manhood being taken into God, as 
Athanaſius teaches us ---- Here is not a word about 
perſonal union —- not a word about a unn of natures === 
not a ſyllable about any union at all: The text ſays, 
the Word was made fleſh, or became fleſh. You will 
be pleaſed to obſerve, Sir, that neither are you told 
here, that he took pon him any nature at all, which 
was not his before. | 
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VIII. You go on to ſay, Our Lord is 2% expreſs 
image er character of the Father — So ſay the Scriptures, 
fo Unitarians ſay -- but both you and they muſt alſo 
fay, that the image of a thing is not the thing itſelf : 
and therefore, that which is the expreſs image of God, 
cannot itſelf be God. 

What the Chaldee paraphraſts and the Targum ſay, 
you are welcome to. They make nothing for, but 
againſt the cauſe you contend for. 

IX. John, x. 30..* 1 and my Lather are one.” -- ver. 
38. and chop. xiv. 11. * The Father in me, and I in 
him.“ Theſe paſſages you next produce: but theſe will 
not anſwer your end. If they prove any thing, 
they prove too much. Our Lord prays, chap. xvii. 
Der. 21. that all his diſciples may be oze. Now, if the 
declarations of our Lord, that the Father and he are 
one, do prove that they are one nature; then the 
prayer of our Lord, that his diſciples might be one, 
muſt be a prayer that they might be of ane nature: and 
thus, I ſay, they prove too much. And this obſerva- 
tion is rendered ſubſtantial, if we purſue the words of 
that verſe: T hat they all may be one, as thou, 
Father, art in me, and I in thee; that they alſo may 
be one in us. So, ver. 22. The glory which thou 
gaveſt me, I have given unto them ; that they may be 
one, eden as we are one:” Theſe words, I ſay, do, in the 
cleareſt manner that words can, refute the ſuppoſed 
meaning of the paſſages you have quoted; to wit, 
that the Father and Son being ſaid to be one, is a 
proof that they are one numerical eſſence. 

X. All mine are thine, and thine are mine ;* chap. 
xvii. 10. This, I ſuppoſe, you think proves the co- 
equal Deity of our Lord: but if you read once more 
the 22d verſe, which you have next quoted; you will 
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ſee how they n our Lord' s- The glory which 
thou gaveſt me. And ver, 9. --- © I pray for them 
which thou haſt given me; for they are thine.” Here 
our Lord plainly tells us how they became his ; 
that is, by the gift of the Father. It is true, he 
tells us, that all thoſe who were the Father's, are 
the Son's : but he alſo tells us, that the propriety 
in them is originally the Father's; and that they be- 
came the Son's, becauſe the Father gave them to him. 
The words of the learned Dr. WniTsy on this paſ- 
ſage are very judicious, ver. 10. Theſe words, he 
ſays, muſt bear this ſenſe : All mine are thine, by 
original right; and thine are mine, by donation : for 
ſo only can they accord with the preceding and the 
following words: Holy Father, keep, through thine 
en name, thoſe whom thou haſt given me.” And, 
ver. 12. Thoſe thou gawe/t me, I have kept,” &c.? 
So ver. 7, 8, 9, &c.Mpitby's laſt Thoughts, Diſc. II. 

Page 123- 

And thus it follows, that theſe paſſages are a 1 
proof of the inferiority of the Son to the Father; be- 
cauſe, if they are become the Son's by the Father's 
gift, there muſt have been a time when they were not 
the Son's: and thus, I ſay, theſe paſſages prove that 
our bleſſed Lord is not the Supreme God. Finally, 
the 7th verſe preaches the ſame doctrine; but in dif- 


ferent and yet ſtronger words: All things whatſo- 


ever thou haſt g7ven me, are of thee,” i. e. as the ori- 
gina!, ſpring and fountain of all things. 

The third verſe of this 17th chapter of St. John, is 
the beſt key we can have for the underſtanding of this 
chapter : ** That they may know thee, the only true 
God; and Jeſus Chriſt, whom thou haſt ſent.” —— 
A learned author gives us a very accurate comment 
upon this paſſage ; which I ſhall take the liberty to 
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tranſcribe. * In theſe words, (he ſays) our Lord 
« certainly excluded himſelf from being the only true 
Ged.: For he could never have prayed to the Father 
© in theſe words, if he hadibeen the only true God him- 
„ ſelf, either in whole or in part. The word TEE 
« being perſonal, plainly determines the perſon of the 
« Father to be the only true God; not ouly in op- 
* poſition to all other /ub/ances, but to all other 
* perſons alſo : And, as all other perſons are hereby 
« excluded in general; fo, by the words immediately 
« ſubjoined, the Son 18 excluded in particular : Thee, 
the only true God; and Jeſus Chriſt, whom thou 
< haſt ſent.” Now, nothing can be more plain, than 
© that two perſons are here ſpoken of : One perſon is 
the only true God; and the other 7e/us Chriſt, whom 
the only true God hath ſent. Hence, therefore, it 
appears, that the perſon of the Father is the only true 
© God, by the expreſs words of Chriſt himſelf; and 
that he excludes himſelf from that title, what- 
ever may have been fince erroneouſly admitted as 
the Chriſtian doctrine, by any of his miſtaking fol- 
© Jowers. And therefore, ſuppoſing there may be 
c « fome i in. the multitude . of believers, as ORIGEN 
« ſays, who raſnly afirm our Saviour to be the Su- 
gpreme God: yet Ve affirm no ſuch thing; but be- 
© lieve him who hath ſaid, My Father is greater than 
J. —— Fpol. of B. Ben Mordecai, Letter III. p. 91. 
Edit. 4to. 

XI. The apoſtle's words, Ph. ii. 6. next preſent them 
ſelves: 4+ Who, being in the form of God, thought 
it not robbery to be equal with God.” That which is 
in the form of a thing, is not the thing of which it 
is the form : Therefore, Jeſus Chriſt being ſaid to be 
in the form of God, would lead us to ſuppoſe, that 
he was not that God in whoſe form he was. The 


word 
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word form, I know, in ſome places, ſignifies the ſub- 
ſtance; but here it certainly means a /imilitude, or 
likeneſs : becauſe, although the word form may, in ſome 
inſtances, ſignify /ub/tance ; yet, it has never been pre- 
tended that the words /ikene/s and faſbion, uſed in the 
ſame reaſoning, bear that meaning : and theſe other 
words are uſed here in the ſame ſenſe with the word 
form. 
Again, it does not appear that the words «& thought 
it not robbery to be equal with God,” are the true ren- 
dering of the Greek words — they rather mean, that 
he did not reckon it a prize, or acquiſition, to be or 
appear as a God — Of ow wophn Orgs virapxw nm 6 Who 
being in the form of a God.“ —Obſerve, the article 
does not precede the word God, as it does ver. g. where 
the Supreme Gop is intended — and therefore, the 
proper rendering here is, the ſame as when the terms 
a man, a ſeryant, are afterwards uſed- A God; who 
being in the form of a God —»x «preyjuor nynoulo To t 
27% Otw mw did not think or eſteem it a prize, or acquiſition, 
10 be as a God; as Antichriſt did, 2 Theſſ. ii. 4. who 
exalted himſelf, and, as God, ſitting in the temple of 
God, ſhewed that he is God. — See Plutarchus, Tp 
0%0wy %YuYn;, page 20. Edit. Græc. 8vo. Hen. Ste- 
phani, Edit. folio, Xylandri, page 12. for this ſenſe of 
the word «prayu®-, I dare ſay, you are aware that it 
is a word never yet met with but in thoſe two in- 
ſtances, of St. Paul and Plutarch® ; and therefore, 
you 


* See TILLOTSON's Works, page 525. where that learned 
man renders the words © did not arrogate 10 himfelf to be equal with 
God.“ This, ſays he, I take to be the true meaning of this 
phraſe; both becauſe it is ſo uſed by Plutarch, and becauſe it 
makes the ſenſe much more eaſy and current: thus - Who 
being in the form of God, did not aſſume an equality with God, but 
he emptied himſelf,“ &c. --- Theſe words ſhew very clearly what 
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when in this ſenſe of a prize, or acqui/tion, it ſo much 
better ſuits the ſcope of the apoſtle's diſcourſe than 
the word robbery does; and when, in the uſe Plutarch 
makes of it, it undoubtedly bears that meaning. — 
Again, the word «e, in this place, as in many others, 
ſignifies a liteneſs, or ſimilitude; and, in this fenfe, enters 
very eaſily and pertinently into the apoſtle's reaſoning- 
& Who being in the form, or inveſted with the autho- 
rity of a God, did not eſteem it a prize to appear as a 
God.” The paſſage is not, that he did not eſteem it a 
prize, to be or appear as 5 Orth God—the one God 
but @ God, ws only; that is, @ divine perſon. 
This diſtinction, Sir, has been long ago remarked, 
both by Origen and Euſebius; it has therefore the ſane- 
tion of pretty early antiquity. 


ſeventh and following verſes ſup port the apoſtle's rea- 
ſoning; how naturally do they illuſtrate each other! 
Who being in the form, or ſuſtaining the charac- 
ter of a God, or a divine Perſon, did not eſteem it an 
acquiſition not to be deſerted upon any terms; but 
chearfully accepted of the more inglorious appearance 
of a ſervant,” &c. 


this wor thy archbiſhop's ideas of the meaning of the text were; and 
that he did not underſtand them as the generality of Trinitarians 
do. Indeed, the ſenſe adopted by TiLLoTsSoON is that which the 
generality of Unitarians adopt; but in ſome degree I conceive they 
are both wrong. This conſtruction underſtands the word God, ©co;, 
in the ſecond inſtance, to mean the Supreme God; e did not arrogat? 
to himſelf to be equal with God: Whereas, the ſenſe ſeems clearly to 
be, that our benevolent Redeemer did not tenaciouſly with to ap- 
pear in al] the dignity of a divine Meſſenger, but preferred the form 
of a ſervant---a /lave---that he might the more effectually reſtore 
mankind to virtue - to happineſs---and to God, 

| ES fx And 


you muſt not lay much ſtreſs upon it —eſpecially, 


And in this ſenfe of the words, how pleaſantly do the 
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And this interpretation beſt ſuits the uſe of the ad» 
verſative particle But, This particle, when it comes 
before a poſitive propoſition, is preceded by a negative 
one: — he did not do ſo and fo; but did thus, &c. 
And ſo it is preciſely with the context of this very 
paſſage — ©* Let nothing be done through ſtrife, or vain 

glory; but, in lowlineſs of mind, let each eſteem others 
better than themſelves «© Look not every man on his 
own things; but alſo on the things of others.” And 
then goes on.; Let the ſame mind (the ſame diſpo- 
fition) be in you which was in Chriſt :—he e/teemed 
others better than himſelf — he looted not on his own . 
things—he, though he was inveſted with a godlike 
authority, did xot e/Zeem, and /ook at that, as too much 
to be diſregarded for the good of mankind ; but, to ob. 
tain that beneyolent end, took upon him the form of a 
SLAVE, &c.“ 


5 And the negative and affirmative propoſitions in 
7 | theſe caſes, muſt have a due relation to, and corre- 
1 ſpondence with each other: which cannot be the 
1 caſe, if we keep to the common tranſlation there 
7% will then be neither relation nor oppoſition. If it 
= had been— © He thought it not robbery to be equal 
1 with God, for he really was equal to God” —it would 
2 have been intelligible, upon the Trinitarian hypo- 


theſis : but it is not intelligible to ſay, that he thought 
it not robbery to be equal to God, but took upon him- 
ſelf the form of a ſervant + for this, in plain language, 
is the ſame as if he had ſaid, He thought it not rob- 
bery to be equal to God, but contrariwiſe; that is, 
Inſtead of thinking it a robbery, he emptied himſelf; 
which is language no one can underſtand, for this plain- 
eſt of all reaſons; viz. becauſe it has no meaning—it 
is nonſenſe, —The particle But, in this place, does not 


_ Gignify 


ft, LES ns ne 2 LEG SIR oe oY + 


— — 
— — 


3 —— , 
I — — 2 
* — — — — 
— mummy SS» * > 
= d N IT | ” 
* lk = 4% — — - 
* —— —_— — * — ” by 
2 P 2 * 3 0 
ey . 
wt. = n — — * 7 2 - 4 
2 5 * g 


—U— -__ — 


1 44 J 
ſignify the ſame as yet, or notꝛuithſlanding, but the ſame 
as in the very ſentence I am now writing ; where it 
fignifies contrariwiſe—on the contrary—on the other hand 


—/o far from it. And this is not an unſupported de- 


claration : I will prove that the one, and not the 
other, is the meaning ; by appealing to this ſame apoſ- 
tle, in this ſame chapter, (ver. 3, 4.) when ſpeaking 
on this ſame ſubject. —— 


V. 3.-»- Let nothing be done |j vv. 3. --« Let nothing be done 
through ſtrife, or vain glory--- || through ftrife, or vain glory --- 


notwithſtanding, in lowlineſs of || oz the other hand, let each eſteem, 


mind, let each eſteem others || others better than themſelves. 


| better than themſelves. 


V. 4.--Look not every man on v. 4.--Look not every man on 
his own things --- notwithfland- || his own things - on the other 


ig, let him look alſo on the hand, let him look alſo . on the 


things of others.. 


things of others, --- 


So in the paſſage we are conſidering 


Let the ſame mind be in you z34 Let the ſame mind, &c. 
n aClinwtleu, 1. .- . oo +» >: 
—— i Gd lll... 
thought it not a prize (a great Eo. 
acquiſition) to be (or appear) in | EE nn © 
thatglorious form: notw!thfland- ||, © . © _ _ on the other 
ing, he took upon himſelf the || hand, he took upon himfelf the 
form of a ſervant, Sc. form of a ſervant, Sc. 


By theſe examples it appears, that if we would un- 


derſtand the oppoſition the apoſtle here makes, we muſt 
take his meaning to be what we have juſt now expreſ- 


ſed, viz. that he being in a glorious form, did not ſo 


value his own intereſt, was not ſo attached to his own 


happineſs and proſperity, as to loſe ſight of the inte- 
reſts of mankind : on the other hand, he voluntarily 
debaſed himſelf in the eyes of mankind, and, for the 
good of others, aſſumed the form of a ſervant ; he 

humbled 
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| bumbled himſelf, and voluntarily ſubmitted to the 
moſt excruciating and diſgraceful death. Thus did 
he « eſteem others more than himſelf.” —thus did he 
c avoid looking at his own things only, but looked 
alſo on the things of others:“ and it is this mind--- 
this noble, this generous, this benevolent, diſintereſted 
and exalted mind- which the apoſtle entreats the 
Philippians to poſſeſs. | 

And this is the only way in which the paſſage can 
be underſtood, to make it conſiſt with common ſenſe: 
Of courſe, the common interpretation of the words is 
futile, and renders the apoſtle's reaſoning inconfiſtent 
and abſurd. 

XII. 1 Tim. ii. 3. This is good and acceptable in 
the ſight of God our Saviour. For an anſwer to 
this, ſee my obſervations on Iſa. xii. 1, 2. If this will 
not ſatisfy you, be pleaſed to look to the 5th verſe of 
this chapter to Timothy, where the apoſtle tells you, 
that this God the Saviour 1s not Jeſus Chriſt; but 
that he who is God the Saviour, is one of the parties 
between whom Jeſus Chriſt is the Mediator: for tho 
apoſtle, in the 4th and 5th verſes, proves how he is 
the Saviour: © he will have all men to be sAvzp, and 
« to come to the knowledge of the truth: For there is 
one God, and one Mediator between God and man, 
6 the MAN Chriſt Jeſus,” 


7 
I am, 
' DEAR SIR, 
Your ſincere friend, 


And humble ſervant, 


G. C, 
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REV. SIR, | 
T DARE ſay you will agree with me, that, in order 
1 to diſcover the true meaning of Scripture, the con- 
text ſhould be duly conſidered. A want of regard to 
this point is the ſpring of all errors; and it is the duty 
of teachers, particularly, to give cloſe attention to it. 
The learned Dr. WorTHiNGToYN, in his Miſcellanies, 
p. 9. has an excellent obſervation on this head, which 
is fully verified in the courſe of theſe Letters, —and 
which I ſhall beg leave to tranſcribe. He ſays — 


© T have obſerved this ;-1,.z (ut molliſſimè loquæ) in 

© too many authors; who are wont to mention only 
© ſo much of a Scripture paragraph as is more general, 
© and apt to be ſmoothed with ſome handſomer ap- 
© pearance and compliance with their hypotheſis, with- 
out giving an account of the other particulars which 

© are moſt material and important. This ariſeth from 
© an undue affection they have to themſelves, and 
© ſome idola ſpecus, particular notions of their own, 
© which they would have to be true; and hence they 

© catch at ſome fingle expreſſion or phraſe, which ſeems 

2 © to be more plauſible and capable of ſerving their turn, 
© but in the mean time look off, or take no notice of 
© the general ſcope, or main importance of the para- 
© graph, and give no account of the other particulars, 
5 which, though more material and conſiderable, are 
: © not 
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not ſo pliable and ſerviceable to their hypotheſis ;,— 
* nay, indeed, if impartially and cloſely conſidered, would 


quite overthrow it.“ 


I. The paſſage we are next to conſider in this con- 
troverſy, is 1 Tim. iii. 16.“ Great is the myſtery of 
„ Godlineſs : God was manifelt in the fleſh, juſtified: 
ee in the Spirit, &c. Sir Isaac NEwTON®, and 
others, have proved, that O, (God) is an interpola- 
tion, and that it was originally, and therefore ſhould 
now be «, which: this has, I ſay, been moſt abundantly 
proved. This paſſage is therefore a ſlender evidence 
for you But let this be laid aſide for a moment, and 
we will appeal to the internal evidence of the text it- 
ſelf; and then we ſhall find that if the apoſtle had left 
off with the declaration that God was manifeſt in the 
fass, there would be no difficulty in underſtanding him 
as ſpeaking of the true God himſelf, and of that pecu- 
liar manfe/tation of Him, which was made by JESsus 
CneisrT, while in the fleſh, and dwelling amongſt us: 
hut as it goes on to other matters which are incom- 
patible with our ideas of the Great Divinity, we muſt, 


even if we admit the word @::; as the genuine reading, 


of neceſſity underitand it as directing our views to 
ſome perſon of exalted dignity, who was not the Su- 

reme God. Theſe other points are, that Gad, or 
the Goſpel, or whatever is there ſpoken of, was 7u/tified 
i the Spirit, ſeen of angels, preached unto the Gentiles, be- 
Heved on in the world, received up into glory. And admit 
that the true Gop is meant in this paſſage, it muſt 
then be underſtood not only that Gop was manifeſt 
in the fleſh—but that Gop was juſtified in the Spirit 
— op was ſecn of angels Gop was preached unto 


* Sce his Letter to Mr. LE CLERC. 
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the Gentiles - Gop was believed on in the world 
Gop was received up into glory. Now, theſe things 
will not conſiſt with our ideas of the Divinity: The 
atteſtation of the Divine power, or juſtification of the 
Spirit, was an atteſtation to the truth of the Goſpel 
publiſhed by Chriſt—The being ſeen of angels, if we 
underſtand that God is meant, is contrary to the ex- 
preſs declarations of Scripture, that“ No one hath 


ſeen God at any time.“ That God was preached unto 


the Gentiles, carries no improper ſenſe with it; but it is 


more in point to the apoſtle's reaſoning and language, 


and the general ſenſe of the language of the New Teſ- 
tament, if we underſtand that the Go/pel was preached 
to them ; —and that God was believed on in the world, 


is not ſo ſuited to the apoſtle's reaſoning, as that the 
Gofpcl of Jeſus Chriſt (which Goſpel! is the my/tery of 
Godlineſs, manifeſted, or made known to us) was be— 
lieved in the world | 
with our ideas of an omnipreſent Deity, that he ſhould 


And it-1s utterly inconſiſtent 


| move from one place to another, and ſo be reccived or 


taken up into heaven ! 


The ſenſe of this paſſage will be more plain, if we 
run through the whole of it in the {enſe which it evi- 


dently bears. — Great (ſays the apoſtle) is the myſ- 
tery of Godlineſs, or of the Goſpel ; which was mani- 
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feſted, or made known to us, by the coming of Jeſus 
Chriſt in the fleſh, and which was atteſted, or juſtified 
as the truth, at various times, by the miraculous opera- 
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tions of the Holy Spirit. This Goſpel the very angels 
of God deſired to look into, and beheld with admiration 
this Goſpel was preached among the Gentiles, was 


credited by them, and met with a glorious acceptance 


ee e 5 
N 1. reception. 
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5 
And this ſenſe of the paſſage is ſupported by the 


words of it: for the words which we render believed 

on in the world,” as though it were a perſon who was 

the ſubject of that belief, ſhould be rendered believed R 

in the world, exigwIn e uh, that is, the Goſpel was be- | 
lieved : and being received up into glory, ſhould, in con- 

formity with the reſt of the verſe, be rendered received 

in glory, ay: © doen:. There is certainly nothing 

in the words which can lead us to ſuppoſe, that the 

reception of any thing into heaven is intended; but 

that they merely point out the glorious reception of 

the Goſpel among the Gentiles. And, in all this, 

what proof have we of the Supreme DEIT of Jeſus 

Chriſt? Vou may perhaps ſay, that the verſe is 

explained away; but this is eaſier ſaid than proved. 

Go to work, my friend, and determine for yourſelf, 5 
which mode of interpretation offers the leaſt violence 

to your underſtanding.— See 2 Cor. iii. 7 9 12. where 

& 3; is tranſlated glorious. So it ſhould be glorious 


riches, Phil. iv. 19. and in this place a glorious reception. 
II. Heb. i. 8. Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever. 
Ahe proper way of underſtanding this, and all other 
paffages of Scripture, is to take it in its connexion.— 
Let us purſue this plan here.—/er. 4. informs us that 
the Son of God was made ſo much better than the an- 
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gels, as he hath, by inheritance, obtained a more ex- 
cellent name than they: And then the apoſtle goes. 
on to prove this very point. Now obferve, Sir, we 
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are informed here, that whatever glory or gignity he 
had, was not a glory incident to his naturg, or a na- 
tural right—for at the ſame time that wwe are told 
that he was better than the angels, we are alſo told 
that he was made ſo; and that the more excellent 
name he has, was a name he had obtained. Let us 

82 examine 


„ 


examine the words by this clue; and we ſhall find, 
that if this paſſage means to point out the Supreme 
Godhead of our bleſſed Redeemer, it does, at the fame 
time, contradict every other ſentence in the chapter, 
and deftroys the whole force of the apoſtle's reaſon- 
ing. He goes on to prove his point For unto which 
of the angels ſaid he, (God) at any time, Thou 
art my Son; this day have I begotten thee“ And 
again, „I will be to him a Father, and he'ſhall be to 
me a Son.” — (This firſt of the more excellent names 
which he obtained, was the Son of God)—And again, 
e when he (God) bringeth in the firſt-begotten into 
the world, he ſaith, And let all the angels of God 
worſhip him.” Surely, theſe are words very unſuita- 
ble to a deſcription of the true God they contain a 
further proof of the dignity to which God had raiſed 
his Son. —- And of the angels, he ſaith, who 
maketh his angels ſpirits, and his miniſters a-flame of 
fire. — But unto the Son he (God) faith, Thy 
_ throne, O God, is for ever and ever; a ſceptre of 
righteouſneſs is the ſceptre of thy kingdom—thou haſt 
loved righteouſneſs, and hated iniquity ; therefore God, 
even thy God, hath anointed thee with the oil of glad- 
neſs — (See Pfal. ii. ver. 6. Hath conferred regal au- 
thority upon thee, ) above thy fellows,” &c.&c. It will 
not, I hope, be faid, that this whole deſcription is 
applicable to the Supreme Divinity—and if the whole 
is not, then, I contend that no part of it can he: 
becauſe the apoſtle is deſcribing one perſon only, who 
was the Sen of God. 

Beſides this, there remains a difficulty, which, added 
to what has-been already ſaid, places this paſſage very 
far from the probability of its being deciſive in your 
flavour. The Greek words are, O Neovo cob, 0 Orog, £55 


Top 


Lac 


r 


1 
os 24% Ts ww In conſidering the true import of 
theſe words, we muſt leave the pointing out of the 
queſtion. The way in which it is pointed 1n our 

Greek Teſtaments, certainly makes it the vocative 
caſe; but it is equally true, that the way in which the 
Seventy point it, makes it the nominative: And 
in this way the reaſoning would be, “God is thy 
throne ſor ever and ever ;” that is, thy throne and do- 
minion of righteouſneſs, are eſtabliſhed and founded by 
God. And this very well accords with other paſſages 
which ſpeak of this ſubject. See 2 Sam. vii. 13. 16. 
—1 Chron. xvii. 12. 14. —Pfal. Ixxxix. 4. 

A caſe very ſimilar to this, and which juſtifies theſe 
obſervations, occurs in the very next verſe of this 
fame chapter; where it is faid—** Therefore God, 
thy God, hath anointed thee,” &c. which might be ren- 
dered agreeably to the common rendering of the paſſage 
under confideration—Therefore, O God, thy God hath 
anointed thee, &c. But the preſent rendering, in this 
place, ſeems to be the true one; and rendering the 
other in the ſame way, will make the whole ſenſe con- 
ſiſtent and compleat — God hath eſtabliſhed thy 
throne” —he hath inveſted thee with regal dignity— 


And for what reaſon ? Thou hait loved righteouſ- 
neſs; therefore God, thy God, hath anointed thee” — 
therefore he hath eſtabliſhed thy throne—for this very 
reaſon, he hath conferred regal dignity upon thee, 
Once more, let us, for a moment ſuppoſe the pre- 
ſent rendering to be the true one; and even then it 
will appear moſt amply, that the accommodation of 
the term Gop, in this place, to- our bleſſed Lord, will 
not prove that he is the one Supreme God: And that 
for this plain and convincing reaſon; vis. That the 
very throne, or dominion, of which the apoſtle ſpeaks, 
appears to be not his by nature, but by donation —the 


AT 
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gi of the Supreme Being, who made him both Lord 
and Chri/t: for the apoſtle, after having ſpoken of his 
throne, or ſeat of dominion, immediately informs us, 
(leſt we ſhould adopt the ſenſe which Trinitarians 
eſpouſe) that his dominion was through the appoint- 
ment of HIM who was His Gop. Thou haſt loved 
righteouſneſs ; thereſore God, THY God, hath anointed 
thee ; z, e. for this reaſon thy throne is eſtabliſhed 
for this reaſon he hath appointed thee to this regal 
dignity and power; as Chriſt himielf, in another 
place, tells us, when. he ſays --- © All power in hea+ 


ven and earth, is given unto me by my Father.” And 
if this dominion was not his by nature, but by the 
gift of a ſuperior being; we have a mo{t convincing 
proof that the uſe of the word God, in this place, 
does not prove that Jeſus Chriit is the. one eternal 


God. 

God, (ſays a reſpectable author) when applied to ths 
Father, denotes Him who alone has all perfections, 
and all power and dominion, abſolutely and of him- 
ſelf; original, underived, and independent on any--- 
and who does all things according to the counſel of 
his own will: which is the primary, abſolute, and 
ſupreme ſenſe of the word. But when it is applied to 
the Son, it denotes one Who has not his perfections, 
power, and dominion of himſelf, original and unde- 
rived, and independent on any; but has them all de- 
rived to him from another, and always acts and wills 
in compliance with the will of another. In which 
caſe it is manifeſtly uſed in a ſubordinate ſenſe only.— 
Clarze's Reply to Dr. NMaterland's Defence, page 171. 

Nor mult we permit the plain reaſons which the 
apoſtle here gives of our Lord's exaltation, to be hid- 
den in the mazes formed by the wild fancy of Bigotry. 
1 know it will be ſaid, that „ all theſe indications of 

infc- 
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Inferiority, regard Chriſt in his mediatorial capacity; 
2nd he ſhould be conſidered as God- man, as in a ſtate 
of humiliation, if we would underſtand the meaning 
of them.“ - But this muſt be wholly denied, in that 
the apoſtle is not here deſcribing what Chriſt was in 
his ſtate of humiliation; but what he is in his Higheſt 
Hate of EXALTATION—He } is deſcribing him as a King, 
as the Son of God, as exalted far above all principality 
and power, and every name that is named: Indeed, 
he is labouring, (if I may ſo ſpeak) to deſcribe the 
moſt lofty titles which our Lord bears, and the higheſt 
dignity and glory he ſuſtains. So little of truth, and 
ſo. much of error, is there in wie common ſal vo for 
Trinitarian difficulties. 
III. Rev. i. 8. — I am Alpha and Omega, the begin- 
ning and the ending, ſaith the Lord; which is, and which 
was, and winch is to come, the Almighty. 
I ſuppoſe you mean to intimate, that this deſcrip- 
tion belongs to our Lord.—1 think it does not ; and 
my reaſon for ſo thinking is, that in the 4th and gth 
verſes of this chapter, the Supreme God, who is there 
deſcribed fo emphatically, as he who i, and was, and is 
?9 come, is fo deſcribed in direct contradiſtinction to 
jeſus Chriſt, who is called the faithful Witneſs, and 
Firſt-begotten of the Dead: and, in the 6th verſe, this 
{ſame Supreme Gop, is called n1s (Chriſt's) God and 
Father; for ſo the words u O Ra rp vr, ſhould be 
rendered. It is not therefore very probable, that he 
who is expreſly contradiſtinguiſhed, in the 4th and 5th 
verſes, from the Supreme God, who was, and is, and is 
40 come; and which Supreme God, in the 6th verſe, = 
is called m1s God, ſhould, in the 8th verſe, bear the 
ſame appellation, which ſo very recently had ſerved 
to diſtinguiſh him from the Supreme God. Beſides, 
this 
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this diſtinction is equally evident in the very firſt 
verſe; where we are told, that this book is the Reve- 
lation of Jeſus Chriſt, which ? ©: (God) gave unto 
him; which is a pretty manifeſt proof that 5 @:o;, and 
Jeſus Chriſt, were not one and the fame being: for 
had Jeſus Chrift been the Supreme Deity, he had not 
needed to have knowledge communicated to him from 
any other. | | 

And if the Son of God is afterwards called the jr/ 
and laſt—the Alpha and the Omega, (which, by the bye, 
is not a very clear caſe ) ver. 11. 17. yet, if we would 
make ſenſe of the whole of the ſayings in this chap- 
ter, we muſt of neceſſity underſtand them as uſed 
in ſome other inferior ſenſe, than when uſed of 
the Supreme Deity. See chap. iii. ver. 11. where he is 


called the chief, or fit of the creation of God; and 


alſo ver. 5. of this firſt chapter, where he is called the 
fir /i-begotten of the dead, See allo, chap. xxii. where 
John tells us, that the angel rebuked him, ver. g. for 
falling down to worſhip him: „“ See (ſays he) that 
thou do it not; for I am thy ſellow-ſervant, and of thy 
brethren the prophets, and of them which keep the 
ſayings of this book; worsmip Gop.”” And yet it 
appears, by the 13th verſe, as if this angel bore the ap- 
pellation of the Alpha and the Omega, the beginning and the 
end, the firſt and the laſt; and the 16th verſe ſeems to 


intimate, that this angel who forebade John to worſhip 


him, and who directed him to worſhip God, was Jeſus 
Chriſt : for the fame perſon appears to be ſtill ſpeaking, 
and yet he immediately adds“ I, Jeſus, have ſent 


* It is certain, that there is great reaſon to doubt the validity 
of theſe words in the 11th verſe. See the following Authors 
en the ſubject; namely, Mill, Bengelius, Weſftein, and Grieſbach, 


7 


mine 


mine angel.” Theſe ſudden tranſitions are very fre- 
quent in this book, and involve it in a great deal of 
difficulty ; particularly, as to thoſe who are repre- 
ſented ſpeaking—and this ſhould make us extremely 
cautious how we build articles of faith upon ſuch ob- 
ſcure and dubious foundations, and ſhould direct our 
views to the plain and intelligible parts of Scripture. 
C 14. 10. Fe appellation here given 
to Chriſt is, that he is © King of Kings, and Lord 


of Lords;“ or, as it is elſewhere, chap. i. 5. expreſſed, 


The Prince of the Kings of the earth.” For an 
expoſition of this paſſage, I refer you to .he following 
paſſages Luke i. 29; He ſhall be great, and ſhall 
be called the Son of the Higheſt ; and the Lord God 
/hall 61vE unto him the throne of his father Nee 5 
and he ſhall reign over the houſe of Iſrael for ever; 
and of his kingdom there ſhall be no end ;”—Matth. 

xxvili. 18.“ All power, S, authority, in heaven, 
and in earth, is given unto me by my Father: Acts ii. 


34 to 27: David himſelf ſaith, The Lord ſaid unto 


my Lord, Sit thou on my right-hand, until I make 
thy foes thy footſtoo! : therefore, let all the houſe of 
Ifrael know aſſuredly, that God hath made that ſame 
Jeſus, whom ye have crucified; both Lord and Chri/t.”? 
See alſo my obſervation on Heb. i. 8. where it appears 
that the regal dignity was conferred upon him by the. 
moſt high God — Alſo, John xvii: 22. The glory 
which thou gaveſt me”—And, Eph. i. 21- ©* Hath ſet 
in heavenly places, far above all principality and power, 


Ke. 


V. You now ſet about to prove, that divine wor- 
ſhip is due to Chriſt—And your firſt proof is from 
Phil. ii. 10. That at the name of Jeſus every 


knee ſhould bow.” I conceive that theſe words do 
H neither 


L 88 ] 


v9 
| | neither mean that he ſhould be worſhipped with divine 
1 9 


| worſhip, nor, that in the name of Jeſus every one 
1-9 ſhould worſhip the Father. If it refers to worſhip at 
115 l all, it muſt mean that worſhip ſhould be paid to Jeſus | 

J J Chriſt—yet it appears equally plain, that it cannot be -” 
4 divine worſhip, ſuch worſhip as we pay to the Supreme 7 
„ over all; but a ſubordinate, inferior worſhip, ſuch as 4 
4 we pay to kings and princes. And that this 1s the 'Y 
4 caſe, appears by two very potent reaſons : The firſt is, 4 
1 that this ſtate of dignity which our Lord enjoys, is not Y 
| | 1 a dignity natural to him; it is a dignity to which he 7 
lf hath been raiſed. We are told juſt before, that becauſe ” 
14 of his ſufferings and death, God — (obſerve, GoD) —- «Þ 
Y hath highly exalted him; and (God) hath given him a I 
A name above every name : that at the name of Jeſus, } 4 
. &c. Now, obſerve, my good Sir, that here the 1 
5 apoſtle gives the reaſon why God hath ſo highly ex- 4 
alted him; and that is, in order that (for ſo the word "3 
that ſignifies) at the name of Jeſus every knee ſhould 3 
bow, and every tongue confeſs, &c.— But, ſecondly, it . 3 
is apparent that this worſhip, or adoration, is not to | 4 
be ſupreme worſhip, or adoration; inaſmuch as that = 


the end of this adoration, or worſhip, was not the 
dignifying of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt—it was not for 
the glorifying of him—but for the manifeſtation of 


his glory, who was his FATHER and Gop : for thus | 2 
the apoſtle adds, That every tongue ſhould confeſs | 3 
that jeſus Chriſt is Lord, to the glory of God the © 
. 4 


I am inclined, however, to think, that the apoſtle 
does not there ſpeak of wor/hip in the ſenſe in which 
that word is generally uſed; but rather of that domi- 
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nion and power to which our Lord was exalted; and, E 
of courſe, that the bowing of the knee to Chriſt, and . 
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confeſſion of him as Lord, refers to the ſubjugation of all 
things to his rule and dominion. And in this ſenſe of 
the words, this paſſage is moſt beautifully illuſtrated 
by this ſame apoſtle, in the 15th chapter of the firſt 
Epiſtle to the Corinthians, ver. 24th, &c.—“ Then 
cometh the end, when he ſhall have delivered up the 
kingdom to God, even the Father ; when he ſhall have 
put down all rule, and authority, and power : for he 
muſt reign till he hath put all his enemies under his 
feet—the laſt enemy that ſhall be deſtroyed is death. 

For he hath put all things under his feet. But when 
he ſaith all things are put under him, it is manifeſt that 
he is excepted which did put put all things under him. 
And when all things ſhall be ſubdued unto him, then 
ſhall the Son alſo himſelf be ſubject unto him that hath 
put all things under him, that God may be all in all.” 
Here Chriſt is repreſented as exerciſing his dominion 
and authority, to which God had raiſed and exalted 
him : and it appears that in the exerciſe of his domi- 
nion, every knee ſhould bow, or become ſubjected 
to him, and ſhould acknowledge him to be the Lord 
and Governor of all ; but this ſhould be to the glory of 
the FATHER, or, in other words, it ſhould be, that the 
ſupreme and ever-bleſſed God, /hould be All in All. 

The paraphraſe of Mr. ALEXANDER upon theſe 
verſes, is truly excellent, and appoſite to the point in 
queſtion ; and its beauty will be 3 ſufficient apology 
for my introducing it here.— Then cometh the end, 
and full completion of the promiſes which God hath 
made to his Meſſiah; when Chriſt ſhall deliver the 
kingdom, which has lo long been poſſeſſed by others, 
© to God, even the Father; when he ſhall aboliſh 
* all empire, dominion and authority, which now ſub- 
: fiſt throughout the world, and remoye every thing 
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< out of the way which oppoſes itſelf to his greatneſs. 
For he muſt reign till God hath put all things under 
© his feet. He ſhall be a King for ever, and triumph 
* over all his enemies. Such is the extent of the 
divine commiſſion, and ſuch the unchangeable pur- 
© poſe of Eternal Wiſdom and Goodneſs, Death, the 
laſt and moſt formidable enemy of mankind, ſhall alſo 
© be deſtroyed, and no more be liable to reſume his do- 
* minion over the righteous. For God hath ſubjected 
all things to the power and rule of his Anointed. 
But when he ſaith, that all things are put under his 
© feet, it is paſt a doubt that this muſt be underſtood 
* with an exception of the Eternal Being, whoſe un- 
* controuled and all-ſubduing energy, hath reduced 
them to this ſtate of homage and ſubjection. When 
* therefore all things, throughout the whole circle of 
© the world to come, ſhall be ſubmitted to the Son, 
© and he ſhall be advanced to the utmoſt pitch of great- 
* neſs ; even then, as much as before, ſhall the Son 
* himſelf be ſubject to the Father — ſo that God ſhall 
be all in all—the ſupreme object of reverence and 
* worſhip—the only ſtay and confidence of his re- 
« deemed—and the ſingle indiſputed ſource of their 
© happineſs and joy.” 

VI. Heb. i. 6 —* And when he bringeth in the firſt- 
begotten into the world, he ſaith, And let all the angels 
of God worſhip him.” This, and the paſſages you have 
quoted from the Revelations, do at moſt prove, that 
Jeſus Chriſt, as the exalted Redeemer, is an object of 
ſubordinate reverence. He is God's anointed King ; 
therefore, he is worthy of worſhip, of honour, and 
glory. But he is not intitled to that ſupreme worſhip, 
honour, and glory, of which God, who fo anointed 


him, is worthy. — God, who is the Supreme over all, 
18 
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18 worſhipped and glorified, becauſe he is the fountain 


of all exiſtence, and the original, indefeCtible ſource 
of all goodneſs—And 6ur ever-bleſſed Lord and Sa- 
viour is worſhipped and glorified becauſe he was ſlain, 
and by his obedience reſtored mankind to God. 

This diſtinction is very viſibly ſupported, Rev. 
vii. 9. to the end — © After this I beheld, and 
lo! a great multitude, which no man, could num- 
ber, of all nations and kindreds, and people, and 
tongues, ſtood before the throne, and before the Lamb, 
clothed with white robes, and palms in their hands; 
and cried, with a loud voice, ſaying, Salvation to our 
God, which ſitteth upon the tHrone, and unto the 
LAMB. And all the angels ſtood round about the 
throne, and about the elders, and the four beaſts, 
and fell before the throne on their faces, and wor- 
ſhipped God, ſaying, Amen: Bleſſing, and glory, 
and wiſdom, and thankſgiving, and honour, and 
power, and might, be unto our Gop for ever and 
ever, Amen, And one of the elders anſwered, faying 
unto me What are theſe which are arrayed in white 
robes ? and whence came they? And I ſaid unto him, 
Sir, thou knoweſt. And he ſaid to me, Theſe are they 
which came out of great tribulation, and have waſhed 
their robes, and made them white in the blood of the 
Lamb, Therefore are they before the throne of Gop, 
and ſerve. him day and night in his temple : and he 
that ſitteth on the throne ſhall dwell among them. 
They ſhall hunger no more, neither thirſt any more, 
neither ſhall the ſun light on them, nor any heat. 
For the Lamb, which is in the midſt of the throne, 
ſhall feed them, and ſhall lead them unto living foun- 


tains of waters : and God ſhall wipe away all tears from 


their eyes.“ 
VII. Rey. 
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VII. Rev. xi. 17. certainly means the Supreme 
God, even the Father. 

You now go on to obſerve, that “ theſe are evi- 
dent and deciſive proofs in favour of this fundamental 
principle of the Chriſtian religion.” That they are 
evident and deciſive proofs, you will perhaps, by this 
time, begin to doubt—unleſs you are like thoſe whom 
you have deſcribed as having ſiniſter purpoſes to ſerve ; 
who are endued with more ſubtlety than honeſty, and 
more ſophiſtry than argument ; which I am far from 
deing inclined to believe.—I am far from wiſhing to 
impeach your honefty ; I am ſure the words do not 
apply to your character: Yet, however honeſt you 
gnay be in your intentions, let me entreat you to che- 
riſh another qualification, equally neceſſary for an en- 
quirer after truth; and that is Candour. We ſhould 
recollect that none of us are infallible—and that it is 
poſſible for other men to be as honeſt as ourſelves. 

VIII. Let us now proceed to what you have ſaid 


concerning the Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt.—You 


fay, the Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt is frequently 
expreſſed, and univerſally implied, throughout the 
facred writings.” —In this I heartily concur with you ; 
and therefore ſhall not trouble myſelf to repeat the 
paſſages you have produced to prove that the Holy 
Ghoſt is God. 

But I as expreſly deny your other principle; which 
is very like the doctrine of Arius, (except that, I fear, 
it is infinitely more dangerous) : and that is, that the 
prophet Iſaiah, under the Old Teſtament diſpenſation, 
believed the Spirit to be a ſelf-exiſtent being, diſtinct, 
or ſeparate, from the Father and the Son. — Now, for 
a moment, examine your principles. You ſay “ the 
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Holy Ghoſt is a ſelf-exiſtent being, diſtinct, or ſeparate, 
from the Father and the Son.” —1 ſuppoſe you will not 
heſitate to make the ſame declaration concerning the 
Father and Son; v:z. that they are diſfinct, or ſepa- 
rate, SELF-EXISTENT BEINGs.—Admit this, and we 
have Tritheiſm announced, in the ſtrongeſt terms it 
can be expreſſed—a sELF-EXISTENT Father, diſtinct, 
or ſeparate, ftom the Son and Holy Ghoſt—a sELF- 
EXISTENT Son, diſtinct, or ſeparate, from the Father 
and Holy Ghoſt—and a sELT-EXISTENT Spirit, diſ- 
tinct, or ſeparate, from the other two. And what 
renders this definition of yours more affecting, is, that 
you have taken very great pains to put your meaning 
out of all doubt, in explaining the word d:/{in#”” by 
the word ſeparate; ſeeing that that being, who is 
not only diſtinct, but ſeparate from another, cannot, 
(in the opinion of ſober men) be the ſame being, but 
another being. Nay, even your Trinitarian brethren 
will contend againſt you, that you have done their 
cauſe much wrong; in that, although you declare 
the Holy Spirit to be the Supreme God yet that you 
have made him a diſtinct, a —— and an inde- 
pendent God. 

The paſſages you have collected, to prove rating 
concerning the Holy Spirit, evidently mean one thing ; 
and therefore you muſt be anſwered (as to the purpoſes 
for which you have produced them) in one general 
way; that is, by ſhewing that ze Spirit of God means 
the power of God—and that not only the Holy Spirit is 
ſometimes ſpoken of as a perſon ; but that other ex- 
preſſions, or things, by which the ſame Energy or 


Spirit of God is intended, are alſo perſonified. 


And that the Holy Spirit of God, and the power, or 


energy of God, are one thing, is very clear, if we will 
refer 
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refer to the words of our Lord himſelf, as repreſented 
by the different Evangeliſts, where that which, in one 
paſſage, is called the Spirit of God, Matth. xii. 28. 
is in another, called the power of God, Luke ix. 43. 

and elſewhere, the finger of God, Luke xi. 20. And; 

no doubt, the Spirit of God is intended, when, in 
Luke v. 17. it is ſaid, that © the power of the Lord was 
preſent to heal the ſick ;?? and, chap. vi. 19. when it is 
ſaid, that . Virtue went out of Chriſt, and healed 
them.“ — So chap. viii. 46. — See alſo, * x. 8. com- 
pared with Job xxxiii. 4. 

And it is equallyclear, that thoſe other terms by which 
the Spirit, or energy of God, is meant; are perſonified— 
Thus, (Iſa. li. 9.) where the arm of the Lord is uſed 
for his power, it is ſaid, © Awake, awake, put on ſtrength, 
O arm of the Lord !”—So, Luke xxii. 69. the power 
of God is fpoken of as having Hands. Hereafter 
(fays our Lord) ſhall the Son of man fit at the right- 
hand of the power of God. —-Nay, turn to 1 Cor. 


* 


li. 11. and you will find, that the Spirit of a man is 


perſonified, as well as the Spirit of God; and in cer- 
tain inſtances, much to our preſent purpoſe, are, by 
the apoſtle, repreſented as not unſimilar—* What 
man (ſaith Paul) knoweth the things of a man, ſave the 
SpIRIT of @ man, which is in him?—Evexn so, the 
things of God #noweth no one, but the SPIRIT of 
God.” 

And although it be true, that imperſonal hind 
may, and frequently are in the Scriptures, ſpoken of as 
though they were perſons; yet we never find, to the 
beſt of my recollection, that perſons are ſpoken of as 
though they were things; at. is, the neuter gender 
is not uſed of perſons in any inſtance, I believe, 


throughout the New - 5 2 eſtament, . perhaps, 
when 
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when men are ſpoken of metaphorically) or in any 
other writer whatſoever; and yet we frequently may 
obſerve, that the Holy Spirit is ſpoken of in this way, 
in the conſtant uſe of the words Holy Spirit, and in 
the equally conſtant uſe of the neuter pronoun, where 
the ſubſtantive-noun is not repeated; as your own re- 
ſearches may eaſily convince you. Let me, however, 
juſt obſerve, that the pronoun which, in our tranfla- 
tion, John xiv. 17. is rendered he, is in the original it, 
and ſhould be ſo rendered. This part of our argu- 
ment, therefore, appears to me to ſtand exactly thus: 
—+* The holy Spirit of God is ſometimes ſpoken of as 
a perſon ; which is nothing unnatural, or improper; 
ſuppoſing that the Spirit of God means his POWER, 
INFLUENCE, or ENERGY ; becauſe frequent inſtances 
occur, in various writers, of the uſe of the figure 
called proſopopœia, or the repreſenting things as per- 
ſons; and therefore, we may reaſonably conclude, 


3 | that the terms Holy Spirit, mean the Divine ENERGY, 
bt or POWER: and it ſeems that this principle is abun- 
4 dantly verified, in that the Holy Spirit is frequently | 
.W ſpoken of as a thing : as an attribute, or quality, of the 
1 | 


Deity ; which is a uſage utterly unknown, when 
that of which we ſpeak is really a perſon: from 
whence it follows very naturally, that the Holy Ghoſt 
is not a Divine perſon; but the arm, /pirit, power, in- 
Huence, or energy of GoD. 

Let me beſeech you to re-conſider this point, con- 
cerning the imperſonality of the Holy Ghoſt ; and 


let me preſs upon you to conſider particularly, the ob- 


ſervation I have juſt now made; f wt, that although 


it is not unuſual to perſonify th:ngs ; yet, that it never 


happens that perſons are ſpoken of :mper/onally, or, in 
other words, it may be truly ſaid, that there is ſcarce 
2 75:9, in the whole region of Nature, which has not 
1 been 
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been repreſented in the language we would uſe of per - 
ſous — but there is no inſtance of a perſen who has 


been repreſented to us in the language we uſe of things 
which are not perſons, except when metaphors are 


uſed—And yet it turns out, that the holy Spirit of God 
is generally repreſented to us not in the language we 
uſe when we ſpeak of perſons; but in the language we 
uſe when we ſpeak not of perſons, but of things. Once 
more, I entreat you to conſider attentively this point ; 
for it appears to me to be ſo deciſive upon the queſtion 
before us, that there need not be any further argu- 
ment than this, to eonvince an unprejudiced mind, 
that the holy Spirit of Gop is the Divine influence, 
and not a Divine perſon. 

X. You ſeem to lay a particular ſtreſs upon Tfa. 
xlviii. 16. The Lord God, and his Spirit, hath ſent 
me,” Fehovah-Aleim.—Now, it Aleim means the whole 
Trinity of perſons, the term Spirit here cannot mean 
another perſon ; ſo that the ſenſe which you impoſe 


on theſe words, is inconſiſtent with your own conſtruc- 


tion of the Hebrew de Beſides, it is very plain, 
that a perſon is intended by theſe words, ehovab-Aleim; 


and that perſon is ſaid to have a ſpirit. Now, it is a 


little incongruous that the ſpirit of a perſon ſhould be 
another perſon :—And it would be more intelligible to 
common capacities, if we were to underſtand, by theſe 
words, his Spirit, ſome virtue, quality, or attribute of that 
perſon. And, beyond doubr, this is the true meaning 
of the words; and they are to bz underſtood in the 
{ame way as though he had ſaid, 2% Lord, by his Spirit, 
hath ſent me; or, the Lord hath ſent m Or, 1 am ſent 
by the power and authority of Jehovah; I am ſent by the 
Spirit of the Lord. In this way the conjunction-copu- 
lative is frequently uſed—as, Job xxxili. 4. The 
Spirit of God hath made me, AND the breath of the 
Almighty 


67 J 


Almighty hath given me life“ —- where the Spirit of 
God, and the breath of the Almighty, mean preciſely 
the ſame thing. — S0, 1 Chron. xvi. 11. David, in 
his pſalm of thanks, uſes theſe words: „Seek the 
Lord AND his 8TRENGTH;”” where the word frength 
bears the meaning of the word ſpirit, and ſignifies juſt 
the ſame as if he had merely ſaid, „Seek the Lord.” 
So alſo, Pſal. cv. 4.—and Iſa. xl. 10. where the 
word ARM, which ſignifies the Divine energy, is uſed. 
— The Lord God will come with a ſtrong hand, 
| AND his akM ſhall rule for him.” — Theſe paſſages, 
ÞB | I conceive, are exactly ſimilar to that which you have 
6: quoted, and upon which you formed your very extra- 
ordinary declaration, that the Holy Spirit is a e. 
exiſtent being, diſtinct, or ſeparate, from the Father and 
the Son. There is, my friend, preciſely the ſame rea- 
fon for arguing, from the words of David, 1 Chron, 
xvi. 11. That the ſtrength of the Lord is a ſelf- exiſtent 
being, diſtinct from the Father and the Son; or, from 
Iſa. xl. 10. to ſay, that the arm of the Lord is ſuch a 
perſon ; eſpecially, as it is in this laſt place ſaid, 
that the arm of the Lord all rule; which is a perſonal 
act. But as the breath of the Lord, the /trength of the 
Lord, the arm of the Lord, and the finger of the Lord, 
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; 1 mean the Divine energy; 1 ſee no ſufficient reaſon | 7 
9 why the Spirit of the Lord ſhould not mean the ſame [- 
A thing. — And it may not be improper to obſerve here, 1 
1 that if that which you ſo earneſtly contend for, were 1 
1 TRUTH, the proof of it would not be left to arbi- 

5 trary and ambiguous deductions. 


XI. In a very few lines you now prove, or rather 
attempt to prove, what you call the eſſential and impor- 
tant doctrine of the Trinity in Unity. Your firſt ef- 
fort is from Gen. i. 1. In the beginning God 
created the heavens and the earth. The ſtreſs of your 

1 argu- 
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argument lies upon the word d, Which you fay 
denotes a plurality of perſons in the Godhead. — But 
why (if it is any thing more than an Hebraiſm) 
have you not told us why it ſignifies a plurality 
of perſons, rather than a plurality of powers ; eſpe- 
cially, as the Hebrew 5x, from which moſt authors 
ſay the word is derived, fſignifies power, or ftrength ? 
Fhere arc, however, feveral reaſons which weigh 
with me againit your conſtruction of the word Alcim. 


— This very word is applied to Moſcs, in the ſame way 


in which it is applied to the Supreme Deity, Exod, 
vil. 1. T have made thee; don, Aieim, Gop to 
Pharaoh: and alſo to Judges, Exod. xxi. 6. and 
XX11. 9. and, laſtly, to Angels, Pſal. xcvii. 7. and viii. 5. 
—And it is a very ſatisfactory reaſon with me to re- 
ject the plural ſignification of this word, g’, when 
uſed of the true God, that whenever Chriſt, or his 
apoſtles, had occaſion to quote the words of the Old 
Teſtament, where this word was uſed, they always ren- 


der it, as the Seventy have done, by the ſingular, ec. 


This is a plain proof that neither the Seventy, nor our 
bleſſed Lord, or his apoſtles, had diſcovered that the 
myſtery of the Trinity was couched in this word. — 
And for proof that this was their practice, you will be 
pleaſed to refer to Heb. i. 8, 9. which is a quotation 
from Pſa). xlv. 6, 7. and there you will find, that the 
word din is rendered /ngu/ar—and alſo, to Mark 
xii. 29. where Deut. vi. 4. is quoted, and where the 
word dend is alſo rendered by the ſingular, geog. 
See alſo quotations, Matth. xxii. 32. and Acts vii. 32. 
where the word is rendered in the fame way. And you 
will not forget, that the Hebrews frequently uſed to 
expreſs the ſingular number by a word of a plural form : 
Sce Deut. xxiv. 6. iin, the nether mill-ftone — Exod. 


XI. 5. Dein, the mill — and Pſal. xc. G. , noon- 
| | day. 
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day. 80 alſo, DT, in the /ngular, and D', plural, are 


indiſcriminately uſed for So. And indeed, the word 
z, which ſignifies a Lord, or after, is uſed in a 
plural form of one perſon, in the inſtance of Joſeph, 
Y NN - iR, the Lord of the Land,“ Gen. xlii. 30. 
and alſo, chap. xl. 1. — This word n, is one of the 
names of the Deity—and, if you pleaſe, the word 
'N is frequently uſed of a ſingle perſon, as you will 
find by conſulting Gen. i. 26.—Exod. vii. 1.—Judg. 
xiii. 16. 22. But this would not be the caſe, if it 
were a word formed for the purpoſe of teaching a plu- 
rality of perſons in the Deity : for it would then be 
the means of deſtroying its own evidence. Indeed, this 
ſeems to be a very ſtrang preſumptive proof (to ſay 
the leaſt of it) againſt your ideas of the meaning of 
the word—and therefore it ſhall be repeated; viz. 
that if the word 277158, were a word formed for the 
purpoſe of teaching, by a direct ſort of evidence, a plu- 


rality of perſons in the Divine effence, it muſt of 


neceſſity deſtroy its own evidence, if it is ever uſed 
of a //ngle perſon ; ſeeing that the application of it to 
a {ingle perſon, proves that it may, without any im- 
propriety, be uſed in a ſingular ſenſe. And, from 
theſe premiſes, I ſhould be inclined to argue, that if 
the divine writers ſaw no impropricty in the uſe of 
this word, when ſpeaking of a ſingle perſon, they 
had no idea of its being neceſſarily to be underſtood 
of more than one — and that, as we are ſure the 
word is uſed in ſome places of a ſingle perſon, we have 
very. great reaſon to believe that it is generally ſo 
uſed. — Having got thus far, I ſhould find it no 
dificult matter to believe, that the uſe of it with 
verbs and pronouns, in a /rgular form, is conclu- 


ſive evidence, that when it is applied to the Deity, we 


muſt 


. 


r // on 
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muſt underſtand it as uſed of a being, or perſon, who 
is ſimply and abſolutely Oxx. 
XII. Let us make man,“ &c. ver. 26.—Your 


ſuppoſition here is, either that God ſpake to himſelf, 


or that one perſon in God ſpake to another perſon in 


God. But, in order to ſupport either of theſe notions, 
you muſt alſo ſuppoſe that there were two wills, and 
two underſtandings, in God : but this you ſhould 
prove, as well as ſuppoſe. It does not, however, ap- 
pear to me, that Moſes meant to teach us, that God 
really /pake at all—it is rather a familiar mode of 
teaching us, that it was the Divine will and pleaſure 
to create the human race. At any rate, it 1s not de- 
clared to whom God ſpake; the utmoſt, therefore, we 
can do is to gueſs at it: and in that gueſs we may 
poſſibly be right, but very probably wrong, And 
x ſeems a little extraordinary, that a thing gveſſed at, 
mould be adduced in a ſerious way, as a Scriptural 
evidence of the truth of a diſputed doCtrine—of a doc- 

trine which contradicts all our experience and know- 
| Tedge.—-1 leave you to conſider, in your ſerious Moments, 
whether your own time and labour ; and the time, the labour, 


and the underſtandings of your readers, are not grofly abuſed | 


end inſulted by this praftice. 

If, however, we ſhould be obliged to have recourfe 
to the difficulty you have raiſed, and it ſhould appear 
that the angels are meant—it would be nothing new, 
or very extraordinary: the learned Rabbi Maimonit- 
DEs, long ago, conſidered this matter in this point of 
view. His words are theſe : — God is deſcribed as 
acting by the mediation of angels, (as Numb. xx. 
« 16. Judg. ii. 4. Pſal. civ. 4. Dan. vi. 22, &c.) 
« Hence our wile men have obſerved upon theſe paſ- 
«© ſages of the law, Let us make man in our image, and 
Let us go down and confound their language that God 
«« does 
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1 
5 does nothing without deliberating (if we may ſo 
« ſpeak) in his council. Not that God diſcourſes or 
e conſults with any one; but to ſhew, that he 
„ chooſes. to employ the miniſtration of angels.” 
Mor. Nev. ii. 6. See alfo, Phil. ud. de Mund. Opif. 
p-. 12. Edit. Col. 

There is ſtill another point not to be fairly got 
over—T rinitarians do indeed jump over it, at a very 
great expence to their underſtandings; but I have 
never yet ſeen any thing like an anſwer to it; and 


that is, that if the word Aleim, means a Trinity of 
perſons in the Godhead, then Aleim could not ſpeax 


to other perſons in the Deity, becauſe Aleim com- 
prehended the whole.—Y ou will ſay, © there is no 
<< impropriety in it, for here the Father is repreſented 
5 as ſpeaking to: the Son and Holy Ghoſt”—But this, 
Sir, inſtead of anſwering the objection, is a mere 
repetition of the objection itſelf. For if the word 
Aleim here —-where he ſays, ** Let us make, &c.” 
means the Father, it means one perſon only, and not 
a plurality of perſons; and thus you will yourſelf 
prove that the word bebe is properly applicable 
to a ſingle perſon, in the very firſt chapter of 
(zeneſis : and if it be there uſed of a ſingle perfon, it 
would be a ſtrong preſumptive argument, that it 
mould always be fo applied, where there is not an 
abſolute neceſſity from the context, that it ſhould be 
otherwiſe underſtocd. 

XIII. « There are three that bear record in hea- 
ven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghoſt: 
and theſe three are one: 1 John v. 7. 

I think you ſhould have told your readers, that it 
is not one of the cleareſt things in the world, that 
this text is genuine.—lI have no doubt but that it is 
ſpurious; and this is not my opinion only, but the 
opinton 
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Opiiiion of many others, and not of a few who are 
Trinitarians.—1 ſhall therefore in part anſwer you in 
the words of a Trinitarian—T mean of Michaelis, in 
his moſt excellent Introductory Lectures, to the 
ſacred book cf the New Teſtament. —Speaking of 
this text, he ſays, p. 287. © I profeſs before God, 
& and upon the word of an h>neſt man, that I believe 
% Chriſt to be true and cternal God, and the JIEHO- 
«yan; but I am unwilling to riſque ſo important 
%a truth upon an interpolated text, which was 
e either firſt introduced into the New Teſtament 
through a pious fraud of the Orthodox, or being 
e written in the margin by way of myſtical expo- 
&« ſition, was from thence transferred into the text 


by ignorant copyiſts.“ 


This fame author Michaelis gives ſeveral reaſons 
againſt the validity of this e which 1 ſhall here 
enumerate. 

I.) It is not tp be met wh in a fingle Greek 
% manuſcript written before the 16th century.” 

2.) © It was not inſerted in the printed copies of 
e the New Teſtament from any Gteek manuſcript ; 
% but the Complutenſians tranſlated it from the Latin 
into Greek, and from their edition it was after- 
© ward admitted into the other editions of the New 


4 Teſtament.” 


It ſeems not in any ancient verſion, except 
the Latin. It is not to be found in the Syriac, 
Arabic, Coptic, Armenian, Ethiopic, and Ruſhan 
+ yertions, and was interpolated in one of them in 
the 14th, in another in the 17th century; and in 
the mit it is totally omitted. 

4.) Iltis not extant in all the manuſcripts of 
„ the Latin verſion; In thoſe which have it the 
Tre, 


. Fg AND. 


eee CAT oO” 
r af "4 + 
. 2 " 


a : 
Es | _ 5 
+ . . 
3 

. # — 


ee r S UE e N __ 3 as oi” 
205 


SOLENT cent) tence IIS 
12 2 3 n 
* 5 x bh 


Y - oo * 4 4 6. 2 
Re CC 
VᷣbᷣV!u))ü Tf 


l 
ec Three, &c. are placed ſometimes before, ſometimes 
% after the three on earth. And in many manu- 
« {cripts of the Latin verſion, it is not to be found 
« jn the text, but only in the margin.“ And, 
F.) „The ancient fathers do not quote this text, 
«© on occaſions when they might be moſt expected 


c to quote it.“ 
P. 383. he obſerves againſt the validity of the text, 


that © it would be an artful and ſophiſtical way of 


« doubling the number of witneſſes, to produce one 
c witneſs twice, (that is, the Spirit) in order to make 
*© up two ſets of three witneſſes each.“ 

And p. 387. leſt the 8th verſe beginning with x 
ſhould influence the mind in favour of the text, he 
ſays, „For the information of thoſe who plead that 
c the 8th verſe; begins with xa, ] muſt barely men- 
tion, that this is falſe; and that in the Greek manu- 
2 ſcripts the text ſtands thus, 0 Tpelg . e 

As it ſeems to be of very conſiderable importance 
in this debate, that the 8th verſe did in ancient times 
receive a myſtical expoſition, from whence the pre- 
ſent verſe was probably fabricated ; permit me to add 
a few obſervations to what has been already quoted. 

St. Auſtin, in his book contra Maximinium, reaſons 
thus: I would not have you be deceived by the 
„ Epiſtle of St. John, where he ſays, There are three 
<« witneſles, the Spirit, the Water, and the Blood: 
„and the three are one. For theſe are myſterious 
© words, in which we are always to mind, not what 
« they uſually import, but what they ſtand for; for 
e they are ſymbols of things, and different in ſigni- 
5 fication from their nature. If then thoſe things, 
which are ſignified by theſe words, are rightly 
* compirehended, theſe will be found to be of one 
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e ſubſtance.— Of which (namely, the Father, Son, 
“ and Holy Ghoſt) it may be truly ſaid, They are 
three witneſſes, and the three are one: ſo that by 
the Spirit, we ſhould underſtand God the Father ;— 
* alſo by the word Blood, the Son ;—and by the 
Water, the Holy Ghoſt.” -- Auguſtin. contra Maximin. 
bb... 22. | 

Facundus, an African Biſhop, in his defence of the 
council of Chalcedon, addreſſed to the Emperor Juſ- 
tinian, writes thus: „ For St. John the apoſtle, in 


his Epiſtle, ſays thus of the Father, and Son, and 


Holy Ghoſt : There are three that bear witnefs in 
«earth, the Spirit, Water, and Blood, and theſe 
« three are one: by the Spirit denoting the Father; 
* by the Water, ſignifying the Holy Ghoſt ; and by 
*© the Blood, ſignifying the Son.” — Facund. cap. i. 
p. 16. | 

Eucherius, in his queſtion. Diffcil. in Loca v. et Nov. 
Teſtament. ſpeaking of the words Water, Blood, and 


, Spirit, writes thus: If it be aſked what theſe words 


„ ſignify, I anſwer, that many interpret them of the 
Trinity. By the Water they underſtand the Father, 
5 the Son by the Blood, and the Holy Ghoſt by the 
Spirit. 

In one of the manuſcripts in the King of France's 
library, marked 224.7, about 500 years old, oppolite 
the former part of the 8th verſe there is this expo- 
{ition, © Ter'ss 40 TY} AG T0 %Y4 X24 6 TXT HE 4%) GuT0G Feuer”? 
that is, “ the Holy Ghoſt and the Father, and he of 
himiel{.” And oppoſite to the laſt part of the verſe, 
this note is added, „rei pics O:67ng tis Yeo; that is, 
one Deity, one God.” Simon's Crit. Hiſt. of the New 
Teſtament. Part II. ch. i. p. 2. 


| 


And 


owe ee T | 


of 75 1 

And it appears from the words of Father Simon, 
this in the margin of one of Monſ. Colbert's manu- 
ſcripts, No. 871, beſides theſe words 4d; Org Hl ©cornc, 
« one God, one Godhead,” the Scholiaſt has alſo 
added EN p4£aprupic T2 Ses 78 TATE * T8 i ru , 
« The teſtimony of God the Father, and of the Holy 
& Ghoſt.” bid. 

Upon the former of theſe manuſcripts, Father Simon 
(who, by the bye, was alſo a Trinitarian) obſerves, 
that ** by this we may perceive that the author of 
c that remark underſtood, The Father, the Word, 
« and the Holy Ghoſt, to be ſignified by the three 
c witneſſes mentioned by St: John, The Spirit, the 
«© Water, and the Blood: and what was formerly 
« written by way of note, paſſed afterwards into the 
<« text, as it often falls out.“ Bid. 

Having thus ſhewn, that, in ancient times, that 
which is now the 8th verſe was ſuppoſed to teach, in 
a myſtical way, the doctrine of the Trinity—which 
expoſition would not have exiſted, had the preſent 
7th verſe then had a being; there remains nothing 
but to anſwer two objections, which you will no 
doubt have ready; namely, that Tertullian and Cyprian, 
two fathers who liyed in the ſecond and third cen- 
turies, quoted this paſſage. This is frequently ſaid, 


but it never yet has been proved. 


The paſſage in Tertullian runs thus: The con- 
nexion of the Father in the Son, and of the Son 
in the Paraclete, makes three coherent ones, from 
one another, which three are one (one thing, not 
one perſon) as it is ſaid, J and the Father are one, 
denoting the unity of ſubſtance, not the ſingularity of 
number.” And it is very clear from this paſſage, that 


Tertullian knew nothing of the text in queſtion, in 
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: 1 | that he does not here quote it, where it would have 
[ "Bi 4 been ſo full and effectual to his purpoſe ; but actually 

4 11 ; refers us, for the proof of his point, to another paſſage, | - 

| 4 As it is ſaid, I and the Father are one,“ John x. 30. 5 

3 And it is plain that we muſt underſtand Tertullian's 5 

We words, the Father, the Paraclete, and the Son, which 1 

"= f three are one, as his own, and not as a quotation = 
it from the Scriptures ; in that he introduces them in 
4: the regular courſe of his reaſoning, and then refers 
| you for a proof, with a quomedo dictum oft, to the 
3 * paſſage before mentioned, John x. 30. And to this it 

may be added, that the words he introduces are NO * 

1 THE WORDS OF THE TEXT, as it at preſent ſtands; | | 

1 ſeeing that the text ſpeaks of Father, Mord, and Holy 9 

he Ghoſt, and Tertullian of the Father, the Paraclete, and 1 

1 the Son: a variation which effectually overthrows the 3 

1 ſuppoſed evidence of this ancient father. | 

3 And if it ſhould be inſiſted, that the words And 4 

i theſe three are one, in Tertullian, are a quotation, we i 

6 . may then add, that as the preſent 8th verſe, in the . 

* F dawn of Trinitarianiſm; and indeed in later ages, re- 1 3 

F 4 ceived a myſtical expoſition, and was ſuppoſed to intend L 

1 iN ſomething concerning the Father, Son, and Spirit; it 3 

«M . will more naturally follow, that it was a quotation of E 


the laſt clauſe of that verfe which we know had an 
i 4 exiſtence, than that it was a quotation” of the 4th 
i verſe, the exiſtence of which the HO antiquity 
4 diſclaims. | 

Cyprian, in his diſcourſe of the Unity of the Church, "0 
p. 109. uſes theſe words—** Our Lord fays (John x. 1 
30.) J and the Father are one : and again it is written : 
concerning the Father, and the Son, and the Holy / 2 
Ghoſt, And thee three are one (one thing). And can 3 
1 Fil any one believe that this Unity, which proceeds from 
| At | the divine immutability, and is conſolidated by hea- 
„ | venly 


TONE IE a CT 8 


1 77 1 
venly myſteries, can be cut aſunder in the Church, 
and divided into parts by the ſeparation of contradic- | f 


tory wills?” Again, this ſame author ſays, “If a 
perſon can be baptized by them, he can obtain pardon 


9 of his ſins; and if he can obtain pardon of his ſins, 
M he is-both ſanctified and made a Temple of God. I 


aſk, of what God? If of the Creator, he could not be 
made his temple, who believes not in him: if of 
Chriſt, neither can he be made his, who denies. ; 
Chriſt to be God: if of the Holy Ghoſt, ſince the 6 


* three are one, how can the Holy Ghoſt be reconciled A 
f . to him, who is an enemy to either the Father or tlie ö 
9 Son?“ - prian. epiſt. ad Fubalanum, p. 203. Edit. 
9 Pearſon. 


It may here be proper to obſerve, that in the words 
firſt above quoted from Cyprian, his object was not 
1 to prove a plurality of perſons in the Deity, but 

4 rather to prove the Unity of the Church.—He is 
writing upon the Unity of the Church, proving that 
the Church is one, and, inſtancing other Unities, 


9 he argues from the one to the other. — So in 
3 | another place he ſays, What perſon therefore can 
1 be ſo impious, ſo perfidious, ſo raging mad with diſ- 7 
1 | cord, as to imagine he can compaſs, or dare to at- 4 
4 tempt, the rending the Unity of the Godhead, the 5 


Garment of the Lord, or the Church of Chriſt?“ 
Again—* There is one God, and one Chriſt, his 
Church one, his Faith one, and his People by con- 
cord are firmly cemented together into one body.“ 
Now, as he is not writing to prove the Trinity, his 


5 words are of leſs general importance to the great 
f object of the controverſy: And it is pretty plain that 
5 he had not the diſputed text in view, at the time he 1 
wrote; inaſmuch as he does not quote the words 1 
7 
of 9 
5 
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of it, but other words: for where the term Word 
3 


is uſed in the text, as we have it, he has got the 


word Son; and this is certainly a fair argument to 
prove, that it is neither a quotation of, 11 a refer - 
ence to the paſſage in queſtion; but that it is rather 
a myſtical interpretation of the verse preceding N 
And that this was really the caſe, is not an opinion o 
to-day; it is not a new opinion, fabricated to 25 
the cauſe I eſpouſe; it is as old as Facundus, who was o 
the ſame African church with Cyprian, and flouriſhed 
above twelve hundred years ago : He, without any 
object of this ſort in view, after having given a 8 
cal interpretation of the 8th veel, as before quoted, 
tells us, that he underſtood Cyprian to be of the ſame 
n. 

8 57 * eſſe dicuntur, poſſunt Spiritus, PO 
aut Sanguines dici? Quod tamen Johannis apo! = 1 
teſtimonium B. CyPrianus Carthaginienſis Anti 5 
et Martyr, in epiſtola, ſive libro, quem de 3 
(immo de Unitate eccleſiæ) Seripfit, de Patræ, 0 
et Spiritu Sancto dictum intelligit. Ait enim - 
Dominus, Ego et Pater Unum ſumus; et * 
Patre, Filio, et Spiritu Sancto ſeriptum ER; et hi 
Tres Unum ſunt.” Facundus, cap. i. p. 16. 

Theſe obſervations attended to, I ſubmit it to your 
candid conſideration, whether any one who Is 2 a 
LOVER OF THE TRUTH, can, without e e 5 © 
imputation of the groſſeſt obſtinacy, bring TY t 2 
highly diſputable paſſage, in proof of that O 7 
which it has long been ſfeemed the chief corner ſtone ; 
but which does, in fact, derive no ſupport from it. 

Jam, 
SIR, 
Your very {ſincere friend, 
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| PON reviewing the ſubject-matter of my laſt 
| Letter—lI cannot but admire how powerful that 
influence maſt be, which can lead men to reject the 
plain, conſiſtent, and rational doCtrines of the Gos- 
PEL, and to prefer to them the unintelligible jargon 
of SchOOL DiviniTY.—Permit me to hope that you 
will diſpoſſeſs yourſelf of that bias which ſo power- 
1 fully inclines men, at the expence of their under- 
ſtandings, to be enamoured of pre-conceived opinions; 
while I (actuated by the pureſt principles of the beſt 
of friend{hips) endeavour to follow you through the — 
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Y | remaining part of your publication. 


| I. The next paſſage you proceed upon to prove a 
+4 Trinity in Unity, is, 1 Col. ii. 2.—* To the acknow- 
7 ledgment of God, and the Father, and of Chriſt.” — 
E Your marginal note ſays, © Here the Holy Ghoſt is 
4 expreſly called God.” This you have ſaid, without 
6 having duly weighed and conſidered the conſtruction 
of the paſſage. However, your finding it neceſſary 
: to draw ſuch a paſſage as this into the diſpute, is a 
1 palpable proof how exceedingly ſcanty paſſages are, in 
which there is any thing of the naked appearance of a 
Trinity.—How came the third verſe of the firſt chap- 
ter of this Epiſtle to avoid a ſimilar fate? It is juſt 
ſuch another proof as this is—and both of them are 
obviated 
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obviated without much trouble. Do but tranſlate 
the Greek dai, even, inſtead of and, (as our old tranſ- 
lators have done) and the diſpute on this text is, 
at an end. — The old tranſlation ſhall anſwer this 
redoubted argument, chap. i. ver. 3. We give 
thanks to God, even the Father of our Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt.” Chap. ii. ver. 2. To know the myiter:c of 
God, even the Father, and of Chriſt.” —I hope nothing 
further need be ſaid to ſhew the manifeſt abſurdity 


there is in producing this paſſage as a proof of the 


Trinity.—Let us, however, before we quit it, make a 
little uſe of it agan/? the Trinitarian hypotheſis, And 


that it gives it a ſevere and deadly wound, is clear to 


demonſtration; in that the apoſtle points out, moſt 
emphatically, one perſon, who is excluſively God; 
and ſhews that this one per/on, (this one living, true, 


and Supreme God) is the FATHER, in exprets con- 


tradiſtinction to Jeſus Chriſt. 
Doctor HammMonD tranſlates Col. i. 3. the Crd and 


Father ; which is ſtill more emphatical. Sce 2 Cor. 


©. al 
II. 2 Cor. ver. ult. The grace of our Lord Jeſus 


Chriſt, and the love of God, and the communicn ef 
the Holy Ghoſt, be with you all:“ that is, It is my 
earneſt hope and wiſh, that you may enjoy the kind- 
neſs of our Lord JEsvs CHrTsT—that the love of 
that Being, who is truly and emphaticaily Gow, may 
remain with you for ever—and that you may conti- 
nue to have the communicat.ons of his holy Sp: it. 
— This ſeems to me to be the true meaning of the 
pallage—and there is nothing in it which affects the 
preſent diſpute, unleſs it be uſed to prove that the 


_ doCtrine in queſtion is not true, and that one PERSON 


only is the very and eternal God: for this, I think, 
follows very clearly, from the abſolute and unqua- 
lified 
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qualified term GOD, as it is uſed in this place, in 
contradiſtin&ion to Feſus Chriſt and the Holy Ghofe. 

I it be ſaid, that Jeſus Chriſt and the Holy Ghoſt 
being joined with God, is a proof that they are God; 
this is ſo much an aſſertion unſupported by the paſ- 
ſage, but rather contradicted by it, that it deſerves 
only an anſwer of the ſame kind; viz: “ That the 
<« text proves, by the way in which Jeſus Chriſt and 
ce the Holy Ghoſt are joined to the Supreme Deity in 
this benediction, that neither Jeſus Chriſt or the 


Holy Ghoſt is God. But naked declarations; ſuch 


as theſe, tend only to introduce into the minds of 
men, a faith without any foundation for it, an implicit 
faith: but if reaſons are added to ſuch declarations, 
and thoſe reaſons are honeſt and obvious, it then be- 
comes our duty to give them credit ; however they 
may oppoſe our prejudices in favour of pre- conceived 
opinions. And this brings me to repeat the reaſon why 
I conceive that this paſſage ſpeaks of one perſon only, 
who is the true and eternal GOD: and that reaſon is, 
that the term Gop is not uſed either of the Son or 
of the Holy Ghoſt; but of one perſon only, who is 
not even diſtinguiſhed as the Father, but is repre- 


ſented ſimply, emphatically, and abſolutely as Gop, | 


in contradiſtinction to the other two. 

You will perhaps contend, that this paſſage con- 
tains a plain proof of the perſonality of the Holy 
Ghoſt, becauſe the communion of the Holy Ghoſt is 
ſpoken of: but this I deny, unleſs you will admit that 
the blood of Chriſt is a perſon : See 1 Cor. x. 16,— 
And that the my/tery of the calling of the Gentiles is a 
perſon, Eph. iii. 9,—And that the goſpel is a ere 
Phil. i. 5. —And that the ſufferings of Chriſt are 
* Phil, iii. 10.—And, laftly, that the Faith of 
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Chriſtians is a perſon, Philem. 6.—For in all theſe 
places, the word zz is uſed in the ſame fenſe as * 
the paſſage before us. 

III. Iſa. vi. 3. and Rev. iv. 8. are both of a com- 
plexion, and are brought to prove, that in the three- 
fold uſe of the term HOLY, muſt be implied a three- 
fold perſonality in the ever-bleſſed Godhead.—T his is 
a ſort of argument which, I do aſſure you, I do not 
find it very eaſy to anſwer. It can only be ſaid, that 
there is no reaſon whatever inducing us to believe that 
it means any ſuch thing.—T ſhould think, however, 
that the 11th verſe of Rev. iv. would have anſwered 
juſt as good a purpoſe; for there the three diſtinct 
terms, glory, and honour, and power, are aſcribed to the 
Deity— And it the uſe of the terms holy, holy, holy, 
prove a Trinity of perſons ; what reaſon is there why 
glory, honour, power, ſhould not prove the ſame ?— 
But probably, you do not bring them as proofs of the 
Trinity; but merely as paſſages which may poſſibly 
contain dark intimations of it.— Should this be your 
opinion, how is it that a reve/atzon which came from 
God, ſhould be ſo dark and obſcure, upon a fubje& 
which you repreſent. as the very foundation of that 
religion it intends to teach? 


IV. Matth. xxviii. 19. is the laſt paſſage I mall 


now conſider . Go ye into all the world, and teach 


all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Fa- 
ther, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt.— There 
do not occur to me any more than three places 
where the phraſe g To , is uſed in relation to 


baptiſm, excepting this before us; which are, Acts 


viii. 16. Xix. 5. and 1 Cor. i. 13. 15. And whether 
we render them in or into, does not ſeem to be of 
very material conſequence z inaſmuch as. it is plain, 

that 
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191 
that by being baptized in the name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt, means nothing 
more than initiating them into the doctrines -of 
Chriſtianity. It is generally ſuppoſed that theſe 
words were commanded to be uſed in the form of bap- 
tiſm. This, however, does not appear to have been 
the caſe; becauſe, whenever baptiſm is afterwards 
ſpoken of, it is repreſented as done in the name of 
«« Teſus Chriſt. At rather appears, that the principal 
direction here was, that they thould be taught the glo- 


ri0us Goſpel of God, which had its origin in the 


wiſdom and love of the Father; and which the Su- 
preme Father effected by the appearance of his Son, 
Jeſus Chriſt; and which was made effectual to the 
recovery of mankind by the Holy Spirit, or the 
power and influence of God. — I ſay, it appears to me, 
that the chief direction here was, that they were 
not only to be baptized, but rather to be taught or 
Aiſcipled, in the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghoft : and this ſeems to be a very fair 
conſtruction of the words Gor ye, therefore, and 
diſciple all nations (baptizing them) in the name, 
&c.”—And I am confirmed in this conſtruction, when 
I compare theſe words with thoſe uſed by the other 
evangeliſts, when ſpeaking of the ſame things : Thus, 
Mark xvi. 15.—** Go ye into all the world, and 
' preach the GOSPEL to every creature. He that be- 
lieveth, and is baptized,” &c. So alſo, Luke xxiv. 
46, 47.—“ Thus it is written, and thus it behoved 
Chriſt to ſuffer, and to riſe from the dead the third 
day: And that. repentance, and remiſſion of ſins, ſhould 
be preached in his name among all nations,” 
Beſides, if the Holy Spirit muſt of neceſſity be a 
perſon, and a Divine perſon, becauſe it is ranked with 
les ſons; how will you reconcile to this idea, the uſe 
L 2 | of 
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and ſublime one, which you quote from what you call 


[84 1 
of the word Spirit, 1 John v. 8.? The Spirit, the 
Water, and the Blood, are there faid to bear witnefs. 
— Now, if the SpIRIT is, as Trinitarians fay, à per- 


fon; then the Water and Blood, which are ranked 


with it, mult be perſons: But this will be carrying the 
point too far.— And it is rather unfortunate for the 
cauſe of the perſonality of the Holy Spirit, as argued 
from perſonal acts being attributed to it, that this very 


paſſage, 1 John v. 8. proves, that perſonal acts may be 


aſcribed to things which are not perſons: for here, 
the perſonal act of bearing witneſs, is attributed to 
Water, and to Blood. 

And indeed, in this very paſſage which we are con- 
ſidering, it is well worth the attention of thoſe who have 
nothing but the knowledge of the Txurk in view; 
that the terms Father and Son are of the maſculine 
gender—and the words Holy Ghoſt are of the neuter; 
which indicates, that the Holy Spirit of God, as it ſig- 
nifies the influence, energy, or power of God, is in- 
tended. | | 

V. After you have laboured, to the length of thirty 
pages, to prove the doctrine of the Trinity, I confeſs 
J leave off unconvinced by any thing you have ad- 
vanced ; becauſe I fee nothing in your Scripture quo- 
tations that teach any ſuch doctrine. — On the other 
hand, the paſſages you have adduced, when examined - 
by the plaineſt rules of common ſenſe, evidently bear 
another and an oppoſite meaning.—You have, how- 
ever, in your thirtieth page, brought into play a paſ- 
ſage, which, I confeſs, baffles every endeavour I can 
make to pervert its meaning, and ſoars above all oppo- 
ſition, with this doctrine painted in very conſpicuous 
characters on its breaſt. ' The paſſage is, that Scautiful 
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the Catholic Formulary ! O holy, bleſſed, and glo- 
rious Trinity, three perſons and one God, have 
mercy upon us, miſerable ſinners.”-—1 ſay, it hag 
been my endeavour to make ſenſe of theſe words 
upon Unitarian principles,. in order that 1 might 
be convinced whether there is any diſparity between 
the words of the Sacred Scriptures, which are forced 
into the unnatural ſervice of Trinitarianiſm, and 
words quoted from the Formulary of the Church of 
England, which were written for the expreſs purs 
poſe of teaching the Trinity. And indeed, I have 
found ſo much difference in them, that you are, in 
ſome degree, juſtified in diſtinguiſhing theſe words 
by the very handſome compliment of beautiful and 
ſublime Believe me, my friend, I cannot ſee the 
difference, without feeling myſelf very ſenſibly af. 
fected by it; as it diſcovers to me ſo much of the 
blindneſs of the human mind, even in this meridian of 
LIGHT and KNOWLEDGE. It is too perfect an em- 
blem of that groſs ignorance, which, in uncivilized 
communities, leads to the worſhipping of Srocks and 
STONEs : and reduces facts of that nature to the 
ſtandard of our comprehenſion and belief, which would 
otherwiſe be branded with all the marks . improba- 
bility. 

I have tried the ſame. pie with many other 
paſſages in the Formulary of the Church of England, 
and have been diſappointed in them all. And it has 


appeared to me not a little extraordinary, that the lan- 


guage of Scripture ſhould be ſo lax and inſignificant, 
as it certainly is, if the Trinity is a Divine truth 
taught there ; and that the language of your admired 
Formulary ſhould be ſo explicit and ſignificant.— 
Among the great variety of unſcriptural expreſſions 
uſed there, I have ſelected the following — Glory 

be 
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be to the F ather, and to the Son, and to the Hoſy 


Ghoſt.”—If the doctrine of the Trinity is a truth, 
how much more INTELLIGIBLE were the compilers of 
the Formulary, than the Evangelical. writers! 
„There is one perſon of the Father, another of the 


Son, and another of the Holy Ghoft : But the God- 


head of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghoſt, is all One.” — I defy any man living to pervert 
this paſſage ſo as to find the appearance of ſenſe in it, 
upon any other ſcheme than the Trinitarian. 

It would be an undeſirable.taſk to follow this creed 


of St. Athanaſius all through, as we ſhould find it little 


more than an aſſemblage of expreſſions wholly repug- 
nant to the Scriptures, and ſubverſive of the goſpel 
taught there.—Again, ** O God the Son, Redeemer 
of the world—O God the Holy Ghoſt, proceeding 


from the Father and Son—have mercy upon us, miſe- 


rable ſinners.” Were theſe the words of Scripture, I 


ſhould not hefitate to decide in favour of the Supreme 


'Deity of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt : but I find 


no language fo unequivocally teaching thoſe points in 
the Sacred Writings. —As the word proceeding is uſed 
here, excuſe me if I digreſs one moment, by referring 
you, firit, to John xv. 26. which is the chief paſſage 
upon which the eternal proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt 


18 built; and to John viii. 42. where an expreſſion 


equally ftrong is uſed of our blefied Lord, as is in the 
other uſed of the Holy Ghoſt, and upon which this 
doctrine is founded John xv. 26. The Comforter, 
whom | will fend unto you from the Father, the 
Spirit of Truth which proccedeth ere ,, from 
the Father';” and John vii. 42. 1 (fays Chriſt) 
proceeded forth, and came from God,” 2% yp i 
v2 Ow zz, x „. — The Reader will make his 
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own comment on the Trinitarian doctrine of Divine 


PROCESSIONS. — Again, God of God, Light of 


Light, very God of very God, begotten; not made, 
being of one ſubſtance with the Father,” &c.—“ Que, 
Saviour Chriſt, both God and man.“ - Who art one 
God, one Lord : not one only perſon, but three per- 
ſons in one ſubſtance,”” &c. &c. &c. The language of 
theſe paſſages is ſa unequivocal, in proof of a Trinity 
of perſons in the Unity of the Godhead, that there 
does not, there cannot, remain a doubt, but that the 
doctrine is clearly and fully taught in the Book of 
Common-Pzayer of the Chuzch of England, — Whe- 
ther that book, and the maſs of articles, catechiſms, 
and creeds, of the various Chriſtian churches, are to 
be our guides, or the HoLy SCRIPTURES, is the only 
neceſſary conſideration in this diſpute—And I am per- 
ſuaded, if that conſideration were attended with all 
its true weight, in a conſcientious and unprejudiced 
mind, (where only, indeed, its true weight and in- 
fluence can be found) it would put a ſpeedy and effec- 
tual end to the diſpute : And till men rouſe them- 
ſelves from the delirium occaſioned by intereſt and 
education, they will never be able to ſee how vio- 
lently they oppoſe the plaineft dictates of their reaſon, 


in pretending to believe this doctrine : and till that 


delirium is cured, and men can be brought to ſeek 
after TRV, ſrom a diſintereſted love of it it is as 
ridiculous to reaſon with them, as it would be to rea- 
fon with the wretched inhabitant of Moorffelds, who 
could give no other reafon for his being a king, than 
—that he was ſure he was one. — My dear friend, 
my having thus far reaſoned with vob, is a poſitive 
proot that I do not conſider you to be one of that 
number. | ff 

VI. You 
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VI. You ſay, page 31. that „ the apoſtle Paul 
calls the Trinity a Myſtery.— This I do not be- 
lieve; nor can I credit your aſſertion, till you ſhew 


me where he ſays ſo.— But I expect, for the ſake of 


Truth, that you will either ſhew the world where 
fuch a declaration is to be found, or that you will tell 
the world how much you are miſtaken, 

VII. Your obſervations upon Dr. DisNEv's inſta- 
bility, are not altogether libera!, nor are they juſt ; 
unleſs you can ſhew, that the mind of man is in fo 


>. mature a ſtate, as that he can, at one leap, go from 


the narrow path of Error, into the broad way of per- 
fect Truth. —*< Prove all things, (ſays Panl) hold 
faſt that which is good.” —A better direction cannot 
be given; nor can there be a greater proof of the ho- 
neſty of a man's inquiries, than ariſes from the adven- 
turous'taſk of complying with this apoſtolic admoni- 
tion.— He who does fo, may indeed ſuffer the inſigni- 
ficant ſneer of the man who is content to pin his faith 
on General Councils, Formularies, and Creeds; but he 
enjoys the ſubſtantial good which ariſes from the ap- 
probation of his own conſcience, and from a convic- 
tion, that however he may in the ardent purſuit of 
Truth, happen to be miſtaken, He who is not only 
the God, but the loving Father of mankind, will ap- 
prove and reward his endeavours. 

Not altogether like this fatherly kindneſs, is your 
ſevere judgment, page 32. where you, in my opinion, 
too confidently charge the tenets eſpouſed by Dr. 
DisNxEVY, upon the authority of God's word, as 
Guilty Hereſy.” —Remember, my dear friend, the apoſ- 
tle's words“ Who art thou that judgeſt another 
man's ſervant? to his own Maſter he ſtandeth or 
falleth.— There is one Lawgiver, who is able to fave 
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and to deſtroy. Who art thou that judgeſt another?“ 
If his reaſons for leaving the Church were ſuffi- 
cient in his view of things, he will, no doubt, be 
juſtified at the bar of infinite wiſdom and goodneſs, 
—And it would be a little incongruous to ſay, that 
his error is a guz/ty one, becauſe his reaſons were not 
ſtrong. enough to convince you.—Few men are ma- 
ture enough to fit in judgment on the trial of truth. 
Nor is it the province of any man, no, not of the 
firſt Archbiſhop in the univerſe, nor of the Pope him- 
ſelf, to condemn men. for their opinions.—Reaſon with 
them, if you pleaſe ; but heware how you invade the 
prerogatives of that Being, whoſe alone it is to judge 
of a man's actions, and to whom alone yengeance 
belongs. 

In p. 33. and 34. your attacks upon the Doctor's 
probity and ſincerity, your reflections upon his mo- 
tives, your ſkits upon his academic honours, and 


your wit upon his ſcientific diſtinctions, are a little 


too ludicrous, How they can have eſcaped from one 
ſo diſtinguiſhed for contrary manners as the FO 
is, is to me a matter of aſtoniſhment ! 
In your, obſervations upon the Church's right to 
render the XXXIX Articles /ub/criptory, and in call- 
ing that Church the /an&um ſanctorum, you have cer- 
tainly gone farther than you could ſeriouſly intend ; 
but you have done this more particularly in your 


next obſervation, where you ſay, ** Indeed, I think. 


the Church would a& very juſtifiably in proceed- 
ing a ſtep further [that is, I ſuppoſe, a ſtep further 
than to require ſubſcriptions] or in ſhort, ſo far as 
to enforce ſome general rules, for the direction of 
Sermons and Lectures,” I am really concerned, that 
in a Proteſtant country, one profeſſing the Proteſtant 
M teligion, 


2 2 2 N 3 2 be q y 
RH e e EO Eo CET 
I — [i 4 7 


OE , r R WASTES: © 1 ID - _— 


00 7 

religion, can uſe language ſo inconſiſtent with that 
excellent ſpirit of religious liberty, which beat down 
the ſtrong walls of popery, and bleſſed theſe countries 
with the light of the glorious Goſpel of Jeſus Chriſt } 
A moſt reſpectable, and excellent Proteſtant writer of 
the Church of England, ſhall make a jew obſervations 
to you upon this intolerant and ſubſcriptory ſpirit. 

The excellent Mr. CHILLINGwWORkTH, when defend- 
ing the Proteſtants againſt the ſeverity of the Papiſts, 
ſays: If you think me one of thoſe, to whom 
St. John forbids you to ſay, God ſave you, then you 
are to think, and prove me one of thoſe deceivers 
which deny Chriſi Feſus to be come in the fleſh. It you 
think me an heretick, and therefore to be avoided, 
you muſt prove me to be 2yro7zx9, condemned by 
my own judgment; which I know I am not, and there- 
fore think you cannot. If you ſay, I do not hear the 
Church, and therefore am to be eſteemed an heathen, 
or publican; : you are to prove then, that by the 
Church is meant the Church of England] Rome; and 
yet, when you have done ſo, I hope Chr flows are 
not forbidden to ſhew humanity and civility even to 


Pagans :” Religion of Prote/lantsa Safe TY to Salvation, 
P. 449+ 

Again; „If you can convince me of wilful ofp2/ition 
againſt the known truth; of negligence in ſcebing it, of 
mnwillingneſs to find it, of preferring temporal reſpects 
before it, or of any other fault which is in my power 


to amend ; that is indeed a Hult, if I mend it not; be 
as angry with me as you pleaſe : But to impute to 


me involuntary errors, or that I do not fee that which 
I would fee, but cannot; or that I will not profeſs 
that which I do not believe; certainly this is a far 
more 1 able error, than any you can juſtly charge 
me with: ' Tbid. 

4c The 


E * 1 


\ 
© The differences between Proteſtants concerning 


errors damnable and not damnable, truths funda- 
mental and not fundamental, may be eaſily reconciled. | 
For either the error they ſpeak of may be purely and - 


ſimply involuntary, or it may be, in reſpect of the cauſe of F 
it, involuntary, If the cauſe of it be ſome voluntary L 
and avoidable fault, the error is itſelf ſinful, and con- . D 
ſequently, in its own nature, damnable : as, if by neg- . 
ligence in ſeeking the truth, by unwillingneſs to find 5 
it, by pride, by obſtinacy, by deſiring that religion by 
ſhould be true which ſuits beſt with my ends, by fear 1 
I of men's ill-opinion, or any other worldly fear, or 1 
5 any other worldly hope, L betray myſelf to ariy error, * 
I contrary to any divine revealed truth; that error may | 
2 be juſtly ſtiled a fin, and, conſequently, of itſelf, to i | 
2 ſuch a one, damnable. But if I be guilty of none of 3 
3 theſe faults, but be deſirous to know the truth, and pl 
3 diligent in ſeeking it; and adviſe not at all with fleſh 4 
4 and blood about the choice of my opinions, but only b 
3 with God, and that reaſon that he hath given me : & 
If I be thus qualified, and yet through human infir- 3 
mity fall into error, that error cannot be damnable :?? | © 
Id. p. 121. 5 | #3 
Again ; © When you can ſhew, that in this and all 3 


other controverſies, God hath interpoſed his teſtimony . 

on one {ide or other; ſo that either they do ſee it, and 

will not; or were it not for their own voluntary 

and avoidable fault,” might and ſhould ſee it, and do 

not ; let all ſuch errors be as damnable as you pleaſe 

to make them. In the mean while, if. they ſuffer 
themſelves neither to be betrayed into their errors, 

nor kept in them by any ſin of their will; if they 

do their beſt endeavour to free themſelves from all 


errors, and yet fail of it through human frailty : ſo 
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| 6 
well am perſuaded of the goodneſs of God, that if in 
me alone ſhould meet à confluence of all ſuch errors, 


of all the Proteſtants in the world, that were thus 


qualified; I ſhould not be ſo much afraid of them all, 
as I ſhould be to aſk pardon for them. For, whereas, 
that which you affright us with, of calling God's 


veracity in queſtion, is but a panick fear, a fault that 


no man, thus qualified, is or can be guilty of. To aſk 


pardon of ſimple and purely involuntary errors, is 
tacitly to imply that God is angry with us for them; 


> and that were to impute to him the ſtrange tyranny of 


requiring brick, when he gives no ſtraw ; of expect- 
ing to gather, where he ſtrewed not ; to reap, where 
he ſowed not; of being offended with us, for not 
doing what he knows we cannot do. This I fay 


upon a ſuppoſition that they do their beſt endeavours | 


to know God's will and do it; which he that denies 
to be poſſible, knows not what he ſays : for he ſays 
in effect, That men cannot do, what they can do; for 
to do what a man can do, is to do his beſt endeavour. 
But becauſe this ſuppoſition, though certainly poſ- 
ſible, is very rare and admirable, I fay, ſecondly, 
that I am verily perſuaded, that God will not impute 
errors to them as fins, who uſe ſuch a meaſure of 
induſtry in finding truth, as human prudence and 
ordinary diſcretion, (their abilities and opportunities, 
their diſtractions and hinderances, and all other things 
conſidered) ſhall adviſe them unto, in a matter of 
ſach- conſequence. But. if herein alſo we fail, then 
our errors begin to be malignant, and juſtly imput- 
able as offences againit God, and that loye of his 
truth which he requires in us:“ 7bid. 

Again - © The preſumptuous impoſing of the ſenſes 
ot men upon the words of God, the ſpecial ſenſes of men 
; upon 
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upon the general words of God, and laying them 
upon men's conſciences together, under the equal 
penalty of death and damn ation; this vain conceit 
that we can ſpeak of the things of God, better than 
in the words of God: This deifying our own in- 
terpretations, and tyrannous inforcing them upon 
others; this reſtraining of the word of God, from that 
latitude and generality, and the underſtandings of 
men from that liberty, wherein Chriſt and the 
apoſtles left them, is, and hath been, the only foun- 
tain of all the ſchiſms of the church, and that which 
makes them immortal : 'The common incendiary of 
Chriſtendom, and that which tears into pieces, not 
the coat, but the bowels and members of Chriſt : 
Ridente Turca nec dolente ſudæo. Take away theſe 
walls of ſeparation, and all will quickly be one. 
Take away this perſecuting, burning, curſing, damn- 
ing, of men, for not ſubſcribing to the words of 
men, as the words of God; require of Chriſtians only 
to believe Chriſt, and to call no man maſter, but him 
only : Let thoſe leave claiming infallibility, that have 
no title to it, and let them that in their words diſ- 
claim it, diſclaim it likewiſe in their actions. In a 
word, take away tyranny, which is the devil's in- 
ſtrument to ſupport errors, and ſuperſtitions, and 
impieties, in the ſeveral parts of the world, which 
could not otherwiſe long withſtand the power of 
truth: I ſay, take away tyranny, and reſtore Chriſ- 
tians to their juſt and full liberty of captivating their 
underſtanding to Scripture only ; and as rivers, when 
they have a free paſſage, run all to the ocean, fo it 
may well be hoped, by God's bleſſing, that univerſal 
liberty, thus moderated, . may quickly reduce Chriſ- 
tendom to truth and unity. Theſe thoughts of peace 
(I am 
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(I am perſuaded) may come from the God of peace, 
and to his bleſſing I commend them :” 77. 52. 
Again; © If men would be themſelves, and be content 


that gthers ſhould be, m the choice of their religion, 
the ſervants of God, and not of men--ifthey wouldallow 


that the way to heaven is no narrower now than Chriſt 


left it, his yoke no heavier than he made it—that the 
belief of no more dificulties is required now to {alva- 
tion, than was in the primitive church - that no 
error is in itſelf deſtructive, and excluſive from ſalva- 
tion now, which was not then—if, inſtead of being 
zealous Papiſts, earneſt Calviniſts, rigid Lutherans, 
they would become themſelves, and be content that 
others ſhould be, plain and honei: Chriſtians—if all 

en would believe the Scripture, and, freeing them- 
felves from prejudice and pathon, would ſincerely en- 
deavour to find the true ſenſe of it, and live according 
to it, and require no more of others but to do ſo 
nor denying their communion to any that do fo, 
would ſo order their public ſervice of God, that 


all which do fo may, without ſcruple, or hypo- 


criſie or proteſtation againſt any part of it, join with 
them in it Who dota not ſee that ſeeing (as we ſup- 
poſe here, and ſhall prove hereafter) all neceſſary 
truths are plainly and evidently ſet down in Scrip- 
ture—there would, of neceſhty, be among all men, 


in all things neceſſary, unity of Poe Id. p. 138. 


Again ; „I have learned from the artient fathers of 
the Church, that nothing is more againit religion than 


to force religion—and of St. Paul, The weapons of 


the Chriſtian warfare are not carnal. And great rea- 
fon: For human violence may make men counter- 
f-1t, but cannot make them believe; and is therefore 


fit for nothing but to breed Form without, and 
Atheiſm 
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„ 
Atheiſm within, They that know there is a King of 


Kings, and Lord of Lords, by whoſe will and plea- 
ſure kings and Kingdoms ſtand and fall, they know, 


that to no king, or ſtate, any thing can be pro- 


fitable which is unjuſt —and that nothing can be 
more evidently unjuſt, than to force weak men, by 
the profeſſion of a religion which they believe not, to 
loſe their own eternal happineſs, out of a vain and 
needleſs fear, left they may poſſibly diſturb their tem- 
poral quietneſs :” Id. p. 228, 229. 

Again; „It ſeems then, that they that hold errors, 
mutt hold them faſt, and take ſpecial care of being con- 
victed in conſcience that they are in error, for fear of 
being ſchiſmatics! Proteſtants muſt continue Pro- 
teſtants, and Puritans Puritans, and Papiſts Papiſts ; 
nay, Jews, and Turks, and Pagans, muſt remain 
Jews, and Turks, and Pagans, and go on conſtantly 
to the devil; or elſe, forſooth, they muſt be ſchiſ- 
matics! and that from themſelves. —I know a man 
that of a moderate Proteſtant turned a Papiſt; and, the 
day that he did fo, (as all things that are done, are 
perfected ſome day or other) was convicted, in con- 
ſcience, that his yeſterday's opinion was an error, 
and yet thinks he was no ſchiſmatic for doing ſo; and 
defires to be informed by you, whether or no he was 
miſtaken? The ſame man afterwards, upon better 
conſideration, became a doubting Papiſt, and of a 
doubting Papiſt a confirmed Proteſtant. And yet this 
man thinks himſelf no more to blame for all theſe 
changes; than a traveller, who uſing all diligence to 
find the right way to ſome remote city, where he had 


never been, (as the party I ſpeak of had never been in 


heaven) did yet miſtake it, and after find his error, 
and amend it, Nay, he ſtands upon his juſtification: 
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fo far as to maintain, that his alterations, not only to 
you, but alſo from you, by God's mercy, were the 
moſt ſatisfactory actions to himſelf that ever he did, 
and the greateſt victories that ever he obtained over 
himſelf, and his affections to thoſe things which in 
this world are moſt precious; as wherein, for God's 
fake, and (as he was verily perſuaded) out of love to 
the TzxuTH, he went upon a certain expectation of 
theſe inconveniencies, which, to ingenuous natures, 
are of all molt terrible. So that, though there were 


much weakneſs in ſome of theſe alterations, yet, cer- 


tainly, there was no wickedneſs. Neither does he 
yield his weakneſs altogether without apology, ſeeing 
his deductions were rational, and out of ſome princi- 
ples commonly received by Proteſtants, as well as 
Papiſts, and which, by his education, had got poſſeſ- 
fion of his underſtanding:“ Id. p. 233. 

Again; They which are unwilling to believe non- 
ſenſe themſelves, or perſuade others to do ſo, it is but 
reaſon they thould make the faith wherewith they be- 
Heve, an intelligible, compoſſible, conſiſtent thing, and 
not define it by repugnancies. Now, nothing is 
more repugnant, than that a man ſhould be required 
to give moſt certain credit unto that which cannot be 
made appear moit certainly credible : and if it appear 
to him to be fo, then is it not obſcure that it is ſo. 


For if you ſpeak of an acquired, rational, diſcurſive 


faith; certainly, thefe reaſons which make the object 
ſeem credible, muſt be the cauſe of it; and, conſe- 
quently, the ſtrength and firmity of my aſſent, muſt 


"riſe and fall together with the apparent credibility of 
the object. If you ſpeak of a ſupernatural, infuſed 
faith, then, you either ſuppoſe it infuſed by the former 


means; and then that which was ſaid before muſt be 


ſaid 
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faid again: for whatſoever effect is wrought merely by 
means, muſt bear proportion to, and cannot exceed the 
virtue of the means, by which it is wrought As 


nothing by water, can be made more cold than water 
—nor by fire, more hot than fire—nor by honey, 
more ſweet than honey—nor by gall, more bitter than 
gall. — Or, if you will ſuppoſe it infuſed without 


means, then that power which infuſeth into the under- 


{tanding aſſent, (which bears analogy to ſight in the 
eye) muſt alſo infuſe evidence, that is, viſibility, into 
the object: and look, what degree of aſſent is infuſed 
into the underſtanding, at leaſt the ſame degree of evi- 
dence mult be infuſed into the object. And for you 


to require a ſtrength of credit beyond the appearance 
of the object's credibility, is all one as if you ſhould 


require me to go ten miles an hour upon a horſe that 
will go but five—to diſcern a man through a miſt or 
cloud, that makes him not certainly diſcernable—to 
hear a ſound more clearly than it is audible—to under- 


ſtand a thing more fully than it is intelligible. And 


he that doth ſo, I may well expect that his next in- 
junction will be, that I muſt ſee ſomething that is in- 
viſible—hear fomething inaudible—underftand ſome= 
thing that is wholly unintelligible :?* Id. p. 253, 254. 
What you have ſaid about Subſcriptions, is again 


well anſwered, page 41. —** If men did really and ſin- 


cerely ſubmit their judgments to Scripture, and that 
only, and would require no more of any man but to 
do ſo, it were impoſſible but that all controverſies: 
touching things neceſſary, and very profitable; ſhould 
be ended.” And again, page 46.—“ All the power in 
the world is neither fit to convince, nor able to compel, 
a man's conſcience to conſent to any thing. W orldly 
terror may prevail ſo far as to make men profeſs a reli- 
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gion which they believe not, (ſuch men, I mean; who 
know not that there is a heaven provided for martyrs, 


and a hell for thoſe that diſſemble ſuch truths as are 
neceſſary to be profeſſed :) But to force either any 


man to believe what he believes not, or any honeſt 


man to diſſemble what he does believe, (if God com- 


mands him to profeſs it) or to profeſs what he does not 
believe; all the powers in the world are too weak, with 


all the powers of hell to aſſiſt them.” 

Again, page 70.—“ The Scripture is a ſufficient 
rule fer thoſe to judge by, that believe it to be the 
Word of God, what: they are to believe, and what 
they are not to believe. I fay, ſufficiently perfect, and 
ſufficiently intelligible, in things neceſſary, to all that 
have underſtanding, whether they be learned or un- 
learned. And my reaſon hereof is convincing and 
demonſtrative—becauſe nothing is neceſſary to be be- 
lieved, but what is plainly revealed. For to ſay, that 
when a place of. Scripture, by reaſon of ambiguous 
terms, lies indifferent between divers ſenſes, whereof 


one is true, and the other is falſe—that God obliges 


men, under pain of damnation, not to miſtake through 
error and human frailty—is to make God a tyrant ; 
and to ſay, that he requires us certainly to attain that 
end, for the attaining whereof we have no certain 
means: which is to ſay, that, like Pharaoh, he gives 
no ſtraw, and requires brick that he reaps where he 
ſtrews not that he will not be pleaſed with our ut- 
moſt endeavours to pleaſe him, without full and exact, 
and never-failing performance that his will is, we 


ſhould do what he knows we cannot do; that he 


will not accept of us according to that we have, but 


requireth of us what we have not. Which, whether 


it can conſiſt with his goodneſs, with his wiſdom, 
| and 
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and with his word, I leave it to honeſt men to judge. 
If I ſhould ſend a ſervant to Paris, or Rome, or Jeru- 
ſalem, and he uſing his utmoſt diligence not to 
miſtake his way ; yet, notwithſtanding, meeting 
often with ſuch places, where the road is divided into 
ſeveral ways, whereof every one is as likely to be 
true, and as likely to be falſe as any other, ſhould 
at length miſtake and go out of the way: Would 
not any man fay, that I were an impotent, fooliſh, 
and unjuſt maſter, if J ſhould be offended with him 
for doing ſo? And ſhall we not tremble to impute 
that to Gop, which we would take in foul ſcorn 
if it were imputed to ourſelves? Certainly, I, for 
my part, fear I ſhould not love God, if I ſhould 
think ſo ſtrangely of him.“ 

Thus much from this wiſe and learned man, in 
anſwer to your zeal againſt heretics — your fondneſs 
of Subſcriptions — and your anxiety for general di- 
rections for the compoſition of Sermons and Lectures. 

Mr. CniLLINGwoORTH wrote in the reign of 
Charles the Firſt, and his book was commended as a 
notable defence of the Church of England againſt the 
Papiſts, by many of the moſt learned and reſpectable 
dignitaries of the Church in that day*.— If, my 
| friend, 


The following commendations are prefixed to the work: 
« Mandetur Typis hic Liber, cui Titulus, The Religion of 
Proteflants a ſaſe ay to Salvation: In quo nihil occurit a bonis 
Moribus, à Doctrina et Diſciplina in Eecleſia Anglicana . 
altenum.”---Ricn. BAILY Vicecan. Oxon. 
- « Perlegi hunc Librum, cui Titulus eſt, «The Religion f Pro- 
teftants, Sc. In quo nihil reperio Doctrinæ vel Diſciplinz Eccle- 
fiz Anglicanz adverſum, ſed quamplurima quæ Fidem Ortho- 
doxam egregie illuſtrant, et adverſantia gloſſemata acute, perſpicue, 


et On diſlipant,”---Jo. PRIDEAUX, S. T. P. Ragin. Oxon. 
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friend; he is a little too ſevere upon you, I hope you 
will have charity enough to forgive him. I am ſure 
you know better than you have written; and you 
would have written as you know, if your zeal had 
not carried you beyond yourſelf.— Mr. CRILLING. 
wok rn, no doubt, found it neceſſary to be a little 
tevere, in order to work a cure.— It was well ſaid by 
one, that we ſhould never deſpiſe people for want of 
natural parts, but for making a wrong uſe of good 
ones — and that if a man walks lame, he is to be AD . 
but if he dances lame, he ſhould be contemned. 

VIII. I have now done with your Letter to Dr. Drs- 
NEY ; and ſhall wait, with ſome impatience, the event 
of your peruſal of my reply. It has been compoſed in 


a violent hurry, and contains but the mere outlines of. 


the ſeveral arguments I have adduced. —I heartily hope 
vou will give it an attentive and candid perufal.—] do 
aſſure you, my intentions have had only one director, 
and that was an earneſt LoVE of the TRUTH.— And, 
1 hope the ſame affection will incline you to lay aſide 
every conſideration, which is collateral to the point 
in queſtion, — Reduce your enquiry to this fingle 
point--Do the Scriptures uniformly and clearly reveal 
the doctrine of a Trinity of perſons in the Unity of 
the Divine eſſence; or, Do they not? Among other 
things, let me entreat you not to ſuffer yourſelf to 
be influenced by ideas that no one but an infinite Being 
was equal to the work of redemption, as you ſeem to 
think, p. 10. 14. for this is a point which ſhould rather 
follow your reſearches that go before them.—lIt is 
rien. and folly, in a very principal degree, to 


And three others, ſigned, Sau. Fir Public, Tucol. Profeſſor 
2241 . Oxn.-:>SaM. BAKER---and G. STRADLING, S. T. P. 
n in Chrijio Pat. D. GiLB. Arcliep. Cant. a' Sac, Dom. 
f fav, 


[ 101 } | 


ſay, that. no one but an infinite Being could redeem 
us; and from thence to argue, that our Redeemer was 
an infinite perſon. It would be much more modeſt 
and becoming us, firſt of all, without prejudice, to 
become ſatisfied, from the Scriptures that he was an 
infinite perſon ; and from thence to infer, that the 
Divine Wiſdom ſaw it right that it ſhou!d be ſo. 
And this brings us back to the old queſtion, which 
we have already canvaſſed, Whether Jeſus Chriſt is 
the Supreme Gop.—l earneſtly entreat you to re- 
conſider this point.—Confider whether it muſt not 
be equally offenſi ve to the Deity, that we give ſupreme 
honour to Jeſus Chriſt, if he was not the Supreme 
God; as it would be to deny him that honour, if 
he really is ſo, We worſhip one living and true 
God, the Creator and Governor of all things; you 
can do no more. We believe that the Holy Spirit 
of God is God; you can do no more, We believe 
that God dwelt, in all his majeſty and power, in the 
man Chriſt Jeſus ; what can you do more ?—Then 
why be angry with us? Why not examine, good- 
naturedly and candidly, the reaſons we giye for our 
faith? and if you ſee that your Formulary, of which 
vou io much boaſt, is inconſiſtent with the word of 
God, treat it as Dr. DisNEy has done; and you will 
have the reward of a ſerene, unruffled conſcience, 
for the ſacrifice of temporal enjoyments — A reward, 
Chriſtians ought to rejoice in; and which, I am 
aſſured, they will rejoice in, 55 are ſo not in Namgg 
but in Decd. 

But leſt you ſhould lay too much ſtreſs upon the 
neceſſity there was for an infinite perſon to redeem us, 
let us reaſon together a little on this ſubjeCt.m——f 
declare, if 1 was aſked the queſtion, Whether it wag 


neceſſary 


= 


1 1021 


neceſſary that an infinite perſon ſhould redeem us ? 
and I had never heard of the popular diſputes upon the 
ſubject, I ſhould immediately anſwer, that it would 
be impoſſible that an infinite perſon could be our Re- 
deemer—and that for theſe palpable reaſons; #9 wit, 


7/7, If it were neceſſary that the Redeemer ſhould ſuf- 


fer and die, I ſhould argue, that there is but one infi- 
nite Being, namely, Gop; and that he is i/mpaſ/ible, as 
well as infinite; and therefore it would be impoſſible 
that he ſhould either ſuffer or die. — Tf I believed 
that his example only was neceſſary to lead us into 
the way of Truth and everlaſting Life; J ſhould 
contend that the infinite God, whoſe ways are fo 
much above our ways — whoſe thoughts are ſo much 
above our thoughts — and who is not ſubject to the 
weakneſſes and infirmities of human nature — could 
not be propoſed to rational beings as an examplar, 
without an entire ſubverſion of the order of things. 
If we ſay, that fin is an infinite evil, and therefore 
an infinite ſatisfaction was required; I ſhould not he- 
Fitate to deny both theſe poſitions :—the firſt of them, 
becauſe a finite being cannot do an infinite act; no, not 
againſt an infinite object: for the object againſt whom 


an act is done, does not alter the nature of the act the 


act is the act of a being circumſcribed in all its powers, 
and therefore every act of that being muſt be circum- 
ſcribed in its nature. —If yon get rid of this, by averring, 
that if the act is not infinite, yet that the evil of the 
act is*; this I deny alſo, and requeſt that you will 
define exactly what an infinite evil is: —its effects and 
conſequences muſt, at any rate, extend throughout the 


See this ſubject handled more at large, in a pamphlet lately 
rublithed, by the author of theſe Letters, intitled --- A Yigdicaliog 
& the Huuou of Cod, a: od of the Rights of Men.” ; 
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infinities of time and ſpace, to make it ſo—and, if the- 
ſpeculation is not too nice for you, let me entreat you 


to give it a thorough inveſtigation, and tell me how 


and what this is.—As to the ſecond poſition, that, 
infinite ſatisfaction was required; I requeſt you to pro- 
duce me either ſome plain paſſages of Holy Writ where 
it is expreſly ſaid fo, or that you will give up the point. 
—Unleſs, indeed, you are well enough verſed in' the 
ſecrets of the divine government, to teach us this doc- 
trine upon the authority of ſupernatural information. 


You will ſmile at ſome of theſe obſervations, and 


think you can give them a complete anſwer, by. 
ſaying, that it was not JEHOVAH who ſuffered and 
died, but the man Chriſt Jeſus who ſuffered and died. 
And ſo do I ſay, and I mean what I ſay; which is 
more than a conſiftent Trinitarian can do: for it is 
eſſential to the Trinitarian hypotheſis, that there was 
but one perſon in Chriſt ; and that this was not a hu- 
man perfon, but one of the perſons in JEHOVAH — 
and thus you are reduced to the neceflity of denying 
that our Lord was truly, properly, and completely, a 
MAN; ſeeing he could (as Trinitarians ſay) have only 


a human zature, and not a human per/on : — and this 


brings you to one of theſe points; either that the 
ſecond perſon in the Trinity ſuffered and died, or that 
à mere abſtract eſſence ſuffered and died. Upon the 
grſt of theſe points, I ſhould enquire how it was poſ- 
ble, that he who only hath zmmeria/ity ſhould ſuffer 
and die? and upon the ſecond, how a mere fence, with- 
out a perſon, could ſuffer and die? And I ſhould expect 
2 direct and an explicit anſwer to theſe queſtions, with- 

out ambiguity, equivocation, or mental reſervation. 
Before I wholly quit the ſubject, give me leave to 
remind you, that there is a paſſage in the Epiſtles 
which you have omitted; but which has generally 
| deen 
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been one of the foremoſt among the proofs for our 
Lord's ſupreme divinity I mean the 5th verſe of the 
gth chapter of Paul's Epiſtle to the Romans“ Whoſe 
% are the fathers, and of whom, as concerning the 


& fleſh, Chriſt came; who is over all, God bleſſed for 


* eyer.” I muſt confeſs that this paſſage has been 
rather roughly uſed, in order to reduce it to a con- 


formity with the other parts of Scripture; and I think 
it has been generally miſunderſtood by both parties. 


The Greek words are: — gu Te:g:5, x4 if wy 6 youro;, 70 
nelle . O ww ens H Org EUAOYNOG eig TOUG GWE, Apny 3 = + 
which, rendered litcrally, ſtand thus: Whoſe the 
& fathers, and of whom, as concerning the fleſh, 
“ Chriſt; He who is over all God bleſſed for ever.“ 
And what is wanting, I pray you, to make the ſenſe 
of the paſſage complete, and the conſtruction juſt and 


harmonious ? - 


In my opinion, it does not require a moment's doubt. 
he verb ſupplied through the verſe will render it a 


beautiful climax, and will clcar the paſſage of all 
doubt and uncertainty. It will then run thus: 
—Whoſe are the fathers, and of whom, as con- 
* cerning the fleſh, :5 Chriſt; he who is over all 
* ;; God, bleſſed for evermore. — Our tranſlators felt 
the neceſſity of ſome ſuch ſupplies ; and therefore in- 
troduced the verh © are” in the firſt initance, and the 
verb came in the ſecond—and you will agree with 
me, that to have done juſtice to the whole paſſage, they 
ſhould have introduced a verb in the third inſtance, 
before the word Gor — and inſtead of tranſlating 5 &», 
who, they ſhould have rendered it he who, as they have 
done Matt. xii. 30. He who is not, &c.” and, John 
vi. 46. Not that any man hath ſeen the Father, 
fave 5 he which is of God.” — And fo, John iii. 31. 
© #2, «© H who is of the earth” — and, Rev. i. 4. 8. 
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From the s , He who is,” &c,—See alſo the Seps 
tuagint verſion, of Exod. iii. 14. «yu eu $ ,I am 
he that is. — The verb is frequently ſupplied to the 
word God; ſee 2 Cor. i. 21: ch. v. 5. and Heb. iii. 4. 

J have obſerved three other climaxes, of the ſame 
nature: 1 Cor. xi. 3. The head of every man is 
Chriſt, the head of the woman 7s the man, and the 
head of Chrſt is God. ” Heb. iii. 3, 4. © Every houſe is 
builded by ſome man, but he that built all things zs 
God.” —So, 1 Cor. iii. 22, 23. All things are yours, 
and ye are Chriſt” 8, and Chriſt 25 God's.” And theſe 
paſſages are rendered the more remarkable, in' that 
therein not only God is placed as the Head or Supreme 
above all, even in expreſs contradiſtinction to Chriſt 
Jeſus; as he alſo is, Rom. ix. f. with which I am 
comparing them: but the verbs are omitted in the 
Greek, and ſupplied by the tranſlators in the ſame way in 
which I have propoſed to ſupply them in that paſſage. 
If you, Sir, poſſeſs that love of immortal TRUTER 
which I think you do, and which I know it deſervesg 
you will treat this matter with very ſerious conſidera- 
tion. It is a matter of no inconſiderable weight—it 
is in my opinion, a ſubject of the moſt exalted mag- 
nitude, that we ſhould know the Gop whom we 
worſhip, and from whoſe bounty all our expectations 
are.—If you are ſincerely ſatisfied that Jam wrong, 
labour to convince me of it. I only want to know 
the TRUfH — I do not care what form it wears. 
—[ am at preſent convinced, that what I contend for 
will bear the teſt of ſevereſt examination.—Try it, 
therefore, my friend, by the moſt rigid forms—it will 
Equally triumph over the acumen of logic, and the 


poignancy of ridicule ;—it ſtands on 1 the ſolid bale of 
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Let me then conjure you, as a reaſonable and an 
accountable being, that you examine, again and again, 
"theſe doctrines they are of great conſequence | in the 
ſcale of things—and it becomes us to love and to 
ſearch after the TRVUTH. I earneſtly entreat you not 
to ſhut your eyes againſt the light and evidence of 
rational and intelligible Scripture VERITIES. 

The fyſtem I have been taught from the Scriptures, 
gives me ſuch high and honourable notions of the 
Divine Being, that I have no apprehenſions of Divine 


| indignation againſt me for defending them. — You 


may, if you pleaſe, tie the favour and benevolence of 
God to the gloomy ſyſtem of Carvin, to your own 
opinions — to the elect few who believe as you do — I 
have no ſuch degrading views of the Divine Majeſty : 
J believe that his favour is more likely to follow 
an upright heart than an orthodox head : and of theſe 
two, I hope I ſhall, at any rate, be * with the 
former. x 

As to the ſucceſs of my intended publication—T 
ſhall leave that with Him for the vindication of whoſe 
honour I have written it. 

The analogy of Scripture, I am \ ſure, is for me.— 
Where do you find the general tenor of Scripture to 
be, that there are three perſons in one efſence ?—T con- 
tend that, on the other hand, the Divine Being is con- 
ftantly, in his perſon and eſſence, repreſented as one — 
and this one living and true God is, throughout the 
New-Teſtament, continually ſpoken of under the cha- 
racer of the FaTHER. — Shew me that the Scrip- 
tures do uniformly repreſent the Son as c9-equal, and 
co- eſſential, with the Father and the Holy Ghoſt. — 
Shew me where the Scriptures repreſent the Holy 


Ghoſt 
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Ghoſt as co-equal, and co-eſſential, with the Father 8 
the Son. — And when you have laboured for this in 
vain, you may readily find, that there is no other 
repreſentation in Scripture of the Son, than that he is 
a highly exalted mean—and that the Holy Ghoſt is 
uniformly repreſented as. the influence, energy, Or power 
of God.—-If you are determined to hold faſt the doc- 
trine you have eſpouſed, maugre all oppoſition, do ſo. 
: But remember, Sir, that it does not, cannot redound 
; z to your honour, or to the credit of the cauſe you are 
1 engaged in, (I mean the Chriſtian cauſe) to contend 
i 2 for that as Divine TRUTH, which the Scriptures are 
; totally ignorant of, For I am not aſhamed to de- 
clare,: that the Trinitarian doctrine is ſubverſive of 
the true goſpel, and derogatory of the honour and 
majeſty of God: | 
I know the advocates for myſtery will contend, 
that * if the divinity of the bleſſed Jeſus, and the 
« Holy Ghoſt, is denied, there is nothing left for 
1 „the comfort and ſupport of Chriſtians nothing : 
; E © commenſurate with their wants and infirmities.“ 
4 But thoſe who think ſo, would do well to explain 
: . what they mean by this declaration. And if the 
2 attempt to explain it does not convince them that 
they greatly err—] will undertake to ſhew them, 
that this declaration is utterly void of foundation, 
both in Scripture and Reaſon; and then they will 
either agree with my ſentiments, and renounee their 
unintelligible Creed, or they will be honeſt enough 
to ſay, that they are content to believe it without 
evidence. — If this point were fairly argued, it 
would eventually ſhew, that zeal on this head is 
zeal without knowledge; and that however Trini- 5 
2 tarians * think they are ſerving the cauſe of God Ft 
: „„ and by 
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and religion, that they are, in fact, diſhonouring then 


both ; and are purſuing that very plan which has hi- 
therto too woefully retarded the progreſs of Chriſt's 
kingdom upon earth—but which, bleſſed be the holy 
name of God, is now upon the point of being ever- 
laſtingly deftroyed. —I am neither a prophet nor the 
ſon of a prophet—but this I know, that in proportion 
as men ſhake off the trammels of education, they will 
throw off thoſe notions which repreſent the Divine 
Being under the idea of a Platonic Trinity, and in 
the gloomy view of a capricious tyrant. 


Theſe looſe hints J hope you will improve upon. 
If any warmth, or appearance of aſperity, has 


eſcaped from me, pardon me, and believe me to be 


Your very ſincere friend, 


G. CLARK. 
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DOCTOR PRIESTLEY. 
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AVI NG, fince I finiſhed the above Letters, 

met with an Addreſs to Dr. PRIESTLEY, by the 
Rev. Mr. HAwkINs, I have given it a candid and diſ- 
paſſionate peruſal, and confeſs I am highly pleaſed 
with the general ſpirit of moderation and temperance 
with which that Addreſs is written. I have no doubt 
but that the author was directed by the moſt gene- 
rous and diſintereſted motives—the whole tenor of his 
performance plainly ſhews it. But it may, I think, 


with equal truth be affirmed, that he as manifeſtly 


diſcovers an undue predilection for the doctrine he 
eſpouſes. This difficulty muſt, however, be ſolved 
by the old principle, that“ under/tandings differ as much 
as faces do. And indeed, we muſt not expect that the 
ideas of ſeveral perſons, who have gone through dif- 
ferent and perhaps contrary courſes of religious edu- 
cation, ſhould be altogether fiimilar.—It is very likely, 
before I get through my obſervations- on this per- 
formance, that I ſhall have need to uſe this as an 
apology for myſelf; as I plainly foreſce, that I ſhall 
bave 
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have occaſion frequently to expreſs my aſtoniſhment 


that Mr. Hawkins's ſentiments, and mode of think- 
ing, differ ſo widely from my own. _ 
I intend to confine myſelf to that part of his 
performance, in which he attempts to explain in 
what ſenſe he underſtands the plurality of perſons 
in the Deity, and the Union of the two natures in 


Chriſt. 


Let us firſt of all 5 the opinion Mr. Hawkins 
has delivered: It is, that there is only one God ; 
that there is, and was from all eternity in this one 
undivided Being, ſome certain diſtinction, which has 
been made known to us under the idea and appella- 
tion of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt,” p. 4.—“ that 
in abſtract ſenſe, the title of God is more emphatically 
applied to the Father, than to the other two, when 
he is conſidered as the fountain of the Godhead. — 
The idea of paternity and unorigination, gives the 
Father a ſuperiority, or rather a priority of order, 
which yet is by no means incompatible either with the 
notion of co-cxiſtence, or perfect equality, p. 4, 5. 
It is only the exiſtence of ſuch a diverſity that we 
underſtand by the denomination of perſons, which we 
mean to aſſert in general terms,“ p. 11. © That in 
a metaphyſical and abſtract ſenſe, the Father has a 
pre-eminence and priority of order, office and cauſality, 
though he is in no ſenſe ſuperior cither as to exce]- 
Jence or duration,” p. 15. That the word perſon 
is adopted to expreſs ſome real, though inconceiv- 
able diverſities in the Godhead, which have each 
their peculiar relations, attributes, and properties,” 
p. 19.—“ That when it is faid, that the Son was 

begotten, 


* WWW 9 288 a n 2 * * Nr NG: n n M 7 X DEE 8 : = gy LH TR 
\ p & * db 35d Wag Fes 222 ( Ot > wo v of e 4 3 C * "- 8 8 T F > 
W n 1 INS = l „ ual, A oro th o wry 0 , hn. N 2 2 1 * OT) . . - : . E . 
. SLES ted} [IE * Ff. ˙ Hes IE We 3 Ee S 2 e 2 & 05 © Se + £ 2 7 8 . e : 8 * . yy „ A FE on od Re 
3 3 „5 Led Ce bo 4 r 9 EY OA EE ELSE ru So <a N NS . . „ àI—ʃ—tF[ es —o Ie tn . CI TIES MIS ĩͤ IS DOS, e 3 / TTT ET Ls oo ER, IT 120 PO ONE'S. CENT 
e e STE LO an RI CN ae SSS V 8 5 3 JFF. L 4 a P FL ey A a AO bo ek ts TAE Is c On OE as EEK 5 
a * 23 — " . % 5 x N . 5 3 l 1 J 3 Lee p 8 X S 2 3 8 yo 5 2 * 4 bn 0 ve , 


e 


* 
9 
. 
7 
4 A 
ts 
* 
2 $43 
3 
* — 
+ 
18 
„ 
ES? 
3 
3 
3 
* Y. 
E 2 3 
"0 2 
Eb es 
1 
1 
f 1 
3 
"x8 +20 
76,132 ht 
be = 4M 
3 
We 
4d * — 2 
1 
V's" 
1 
1 
8 
3 
r 
8 
ox 
THEY 
"dp; 20. 
a 
8 
5 
f 523 
2% 25 7 
8 
q =) 
_ 
CA. « 
"ME 
IZ 
8 
6 Y 
3 
HE 
5 
7 
228, 
8 
* 1 
1 
La, 


E 111 ] 


zogotten, we only uſe this expreſſion to denote the 
relation which ſubſiſts between a Father and a Son.— 


When it is affirmed that the Holy Ghoſt was not 


begotten, but proceeds, we adopt this particular term 


for no other reaſon than becauſe in ſcripture Al- 


mighty God is never called his Father, but he feems 
to be a ſpirit proceeding both from the Father and the 
Son, p 14 

« That Jeſus was a real human being, compoſed of 
a body and a ſoul like our's, whom God was pleaſed 
to aſſume from the firſt moment of his exiſtence, into 
ſo intimate an union with that relation of himſelf, 


which has been manifeſted unto us under the name 


of the Son: that as our body and foul conſtitute but 
one man, ſo the divine and human natures of Chriſt, 
by reaſon of his ineffable union, conſtitute but one 
perſon, yet without any mixture or confuſion,” p. 14. 


— “ The Man Chriſt Jeſus was ſo intimately united 


with the Godhead, that the words, actions, and 
attributes of each, are indifferently attributed to 
Either,” p. 16. — “ When it is faid that the Son of 
God was made Man, we cannot be ſuppoſed to mean 
that the Divinity was changed into human fleſh, or 
conſimilated, or mixed with it; but only that he 
aſſumed an human being into a moſt perfect union 


with himſelf. Neither is it aſſerted that God ſuffered 


in a nature which we all acknowledge to be incapable 
of pain. Impaſſible in his own nature, why may he 


not ſuffer in another, which is paſſible and mortal?“ 


p. 17. 


We have now traced the author's account of tlie 


leaſt exceptionable mode of thinking and ſpeaking of 
the Trinity, and of the perſon of Jeſus Chriſt: and 
the firſt thing that aſtoniſhes me in a ſurycy of it is, 

| : | that 
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that he ſhould. exclaim againſt annatural, unmeaning; 
and fallacious language, p. 35. — that he ſhould 
condemn metaphy/ical ſubtleties, p. 53. — /dle ſpecula- 
tions, p. 12, — the refinements of phiigſophy, p. 12. &c. 
— when nothing is more true, than that the Tri- 
nitarian doctrine has its whole {upport in meta- 
phyſical diſtinctions, and ſcholaſtic ſubtleties ; and is 
uniformly explained to us in language which no one 
under{tands. / 

Secondly, with equal ſurprize I hear this author 

aver, that theſe doctrines are /uf/iciently evidenced in 
Scripture —that it is a diſtinet (i. e. plain) Revelation, 
which ought not to be ſet aſide, p. 14.—that it is 
manifeſtly revealed in Scripture, p. 35. &c. &c. Whereas 
the fact is, that it originated in the {chools of PLATO 
—that it was introduced by his diſciples, that the 
language of Scripture has been accommodated to the 
Platonic philoſophy, —and that there is not one plain 
{ſyllable in Scripture to juſtify the doctrine, which 
he ſays is fo plainly taught there. 
Thirdly, I really find it difficult to believe that 
the author was ſerious, when he ſays that the ſimple 
doctrine (that is, as he has ſtated it) is p/ain and eaſy, 
p. 5- — When it is ſo perplexcd and confounded with 
metaphyſical diſtinctions, incomprehenſible and un- 
intelligible to the unlettered Chriſtian : and of which, 
it is very plain, the molt learned have but very im- 
perfect conceptions, if they have any at all. — We 
are told- that the three in the Godhead, are not 
three Per/ons, nor three Atrributes, but ſomething 
between both, of which we have no diſtinct idea, 
and which bears no name. 

Fourthly, nor is it leſs ſurprizing that the whole 
tenor of Mr, Hawkins's book {ſhould be grounded 
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on a nonentity, namely, that the doctrine of the 
Unitarians has its origin in idle reaſoning, without 


any. ſupport from Scripture ; when the Truth is, that 


the abſolute and unqualified unity of God is found 
there; but the doctrine of a Trinity in Unity, whe- 
ther nominal or real, and the diſtinction of natures 
in the one perſon of Chriſt, are the fruit of diſtem- 
pered imaginations, and not only 'unaided by, but 
abſolutely difavowed by the general wn of Holy 


Scripture. 
Fifthly, It is truly curious, chat he ſhould ſay 


ſo much of our preſent ignorance and frailty, as/ 


a reaſon why the ſpeculations of Unitarians concern- 
ing a Being purely ſpiritual, ought not to be regarded 


—when all the ſpeculation is on his fide, and none 
on the fide of Unitarians. Theſe ſay that God is 
perfectly and abſolutely one: Mr. Hawkins ſays, 


that God in his eſſence is perfectly ene, but in his 
relations, attributes, properties or perſons, three. Uni- 
tarians ſay, that Chriſt was one individual Perſon or 
Being, as all others are. Mr. Hawkins ſays, he 
poſſeſſed two natures, the one human the other 
divine, and that theſe two were united ſo as to 

ecome one perſon. | 
Sixthly, It is wonderful that he mould lay ſo much 
ſtreſs upon theſe points, as being ſo. much above our 
comprehenſions, and that he ſhould take ſo much 
pains to ſhew, that we muſt not expect perfectly 
to comprehend the manner of the Divine exiſtence, 
when, as he ſays, all the works of nature are in ſome 
reſpects myſterious. This I ſay is truly wonderful; 
in that Unitarians do much leſs pry into the manner of 
the Divine exiſtence, than Trinitarians do. And the 
diſpute is not at all, whether the manner of the Di- 
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vine exiſtence is perfectly comprehenſible by us, but 
whether there is ſufficient ground, either from Rea- 
ſon or Holy Scripture, to believe the fact, that the 
Divine Being exiſts with a three-fold perſonality i in 
the unity of his efſence.—Unitarians are as forward 
to acknowledge the incomprehenſibility of the Di- 
vine Being, as Trinitarians are. So that all this. 


author has ſaid to prove, that there are myſteries 


in nature, and therefore no doubt myſteries in the 


Deity, is not a whit more applicable to one than to 


the other; both equally believe it: but it would be 
ſtrange indeed, that becauſe God is in his mode of 
exiſtence incomprehenſible, we ſhould therefore be- 
lieve whatever the fancies and inventions of men 
ſhall diate concerning it! 

It will by this time begin to be enquired, wine 
ends the author was likely to obtain by his publi- 
cation. I profeſs I can ſee but three; which are— 
Firſt, and principally, to ſhew his moderation, which 


is generally very great :— Secondly, to ſhew that 


the doctrine of the Trinity is leſs liable to the impu- 
tation of abſurdity, according to the ideas of nomi- 
nal Trinitarians, than according to the doctrines 
of real ones: and Thirdly, that a man who ſub- 
ſcribes to the articles of the Church 6f England, 
ſhould not ſubſcribe with the mental reſervation 
« as far as he thinks them ſcriptural — that he 
ſhould be able to declare his unfeigned aſſent to them 
in a literal and grammatical acceptation, in the very 
words in which the teſt is offered to acceptance,— 
but that he nevertheleſs has /iberty of Judgement in 
the interpretation of them,” — which in fact is as much 
as to ſay, that he muſt believe the words as they 


ſtand in their /iteral and grammatical acceptation, but 
he 
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he may, by a mental reſervation, fave himſelf from 


ſubſcribing to the common and general meaning of thoſe 


words : or more briefly, that he muſt believe the 
words exactly as they ſtand, but he need not believe 


what is the obvious meaning of them. By this the 


reader will ſee how true it is that wiſe men can reaſon 


themſelves out of their underſtandings ; and how, by 


a ſort of metaphyſical legerdemain, that which in 
the nature of things_is impoſhble, becomes, in a 
moment, not only poſſible; but ſo plain and familiar 
to our apprehenſions, that it is matter of wonder 
that all the world does not ſee its abſolute beauty and 
conſiſtency! | 
Let us now examine Mr. Hawkixs's ſcheme, and 
ſee how far it is plain, conſiſtent, and unexceptionable. 
Mr. Hawkins has been at ſome pains to ſhew that 
the diſtinction in the Godhead is not, or may not 
be, ſtrictly perſonal, or as we uſually underſtand the 
word Perſon, when we ſpeak of men: and it ſhall be 
my buſineſs to prove from his own words, that 
he does, notwithſtanding his declaration, underſtand 
the diſtinction to be a per/onal one. Let me however 
premiſe, that I conſider myſelf as at full liberty to 
take advantage of his words, ſo far as they tend 
to diſcover his real ſentiments ; eſpecially as his Ad- 
dreſs was written with a view to clear away the ex- 
ceptionable terms, which have been made uſe of in 
explaining the doctrine, and as in ſuch a diſcourſe 
no doubt the moſt unexceptionable terms are uſed. 
We are told then, that in the one undivided Deity, 
there is /ome certain diſtinckiun. Here Mr. Hawkins 


appears to ſpeak with great caution : he will make 


uſe of no names; and therefore leaves it open to 
lignify either a pen or any other diſtinction: 
1 it 


1 


it is merely. ſome diſtinction.— Again, he tells us, that 
the word Perſon is adopted to expreſs ſome real 
though inconceivable diverſities in the Godhead, 
which have each their peculiar relations, attributes 
and properties. Here we may obſerve, that he goes 
a ſtep further: here we are told, that it is not an 
imaginary diverſity, but a real though inconceivable 
one, and theſe diverſities in the Godhead have each 
their peculiar relations, attributes and properties.— 
He then goes till further, and ſpeaks of theſe diver- 
ſities as perſons. This is plain by the uſe of the pro- 
nouns ** who have each ther.'*—By the word peculiar, 
he no doubt means that which is proper to each, or 


what each has independent and excluſive of the others 


—for unleſs he means thus much, he is. in my opi- 


nion unintelligible; and we are now, it ' ſhould. be 


remembred, examining that ſimple doctrine which is 
plain and eaſy, p. 5.—The words which Mr. Hawkins 
uſes to deſcribe that which each of theſe diſtinctions 
peculiarly poſſeſſes, are Relations, Attributes, Properties. 
By relations he no doubt means, that it is proper to 
the firſt to be conſidered in the character of a Father, 
to the ſecond as a Son, to the third as a Holy 
Spirit, —Now I contend, that we can have no idea 
of any other than a perſon being a Father, nor 
of any other than a perſon being a Son; of courſe we 
have no right to conſider them as any thing leſs than 
perſons :—and it will follow that the man who thus 
ſpeaks, however he may endeavour to hide his mean- 
ing in „ fallacious language, p. 35. does neverthe- 
leſs believe, if he has any diſtinct belief at all, that 
each of them is properly a per/on. -- And it will not do 
to ſay here, that although this be above aur reaſon, yet 
it may be true—it will not do here, b:cauſe there is 
no 


3 


14% 02 


1 


uo evidence of the Facr: for if we admit that the 


Scriptures ſay that God is ſomehow three, and that 


. perſonal characters are given to each of them; yet 


the Scriptures never ſay, that theſe three (to whom 
. perſonal acts are ſaid to be aſcribed, and who are 
ſaid to ſuſtain diſtinct relations,) are not perſons - 
and therefore if we admit a proper plurality in the 
Deity, we muſt admit a proper perſonality: unleſs 
indeed the aid of Reaſon is called in; and ſhe will 
tell us that it cannot be ſo, ſeeing that if they 
are diſtinct per/ons, and each is God, they muſt be three 
Gods. And thus we ſee that both the diverfity of 
which the author ipeaxs, and the diſfinet perſonality 
alſo muſt be given up, or we mult ſtrike upon the 
Scylla of Tritheiſm on the one hand, or on the Cha- 
r34dis of Sabellianiſm on the other. 

And particularly aukward would the axon to our 


ſhortſiglitedneſs appear in our author, when applied 


to this part of the conteit ; inaſmuch as he has ia his 
Note (4) p. 15. ſpoken out, as to the real diſtinct 
perſonality of the Son.“ It Chriſt (ſays he) were not a 
diſtinct perſon, from the Father; although of the ſame 
common nature, it would be abſurd to ſay, that he is of 
one and the ſame ſubitance with him, as no perſon can 
properly be ſaid to be conſubſtantial with himſelf.” 
— And it is truly remarkable, that this gentle- 
man ſhould have taken ſuch a peculiar method of 
making this point of proper diſtinct perſonality in 
the Deity appear—for in order to render anoth: 
Trinitarian dogma intelligible, he has given us to 
underſtand, that it would be abſurd to ſay the Sor. i: 
of one ſubſtance with the Father, if they were not dl, 
tinct perſons—quoting the words © of one ſubſtance 
with the Father,” from the council of Nice, with the 
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ſame apparent confidence in their DIviniTY, as ſome 
men would produce the words of Hory SCRIPTURE. 

Befides, this his charge of ab/urdity deſerves the 
fame cenſure he has uſed of Unitarians, with reſpect 
to verbal nicety, and plauſible pretences about things 
above our comprehenſion : becauſe. the fact of per- 
ſonal diſtinction and conſubſtantiality in the Deity, 
are confeſſedly above his reaſon : and therefore he 
might (if you will give him credit) very ſafely believe, 
that the Son was conſubſtantial with the Father, 
without being another perſon, and that without be- 
ing chargeable 4) his brethren, with any abſurdity in 
his faith. ; 

But this acknowledgement of his (contrary to our 
expectations) of the diſtinct and proper perſonality 
of the Son, will, before we have done, appear indiſ- 
penſibly neceſſary for him; ſeeing that if neither the 
Father was properly, (that is) in the higheſt ſenſe of 
the word, a PERSON; nor the Son; nor the Holy 
Spirit; then, upon the Trinitarian hypotheſis, there 
could be no proper perſon at all in the Deity, — the 
Deity would be all relation, all attribute, all property. 
How inconſiſtent this is, with common ſenſe, and 
Holy Scripture, let thoſe who have emerged from the 
prejudices of education, judge. 

„ We aſſert (ſays Mr. Hawkins) with reaſon that 
they are di/tinft ; becauſe as to per/onal properties, one 
is not the other,” p. 34.— Here again Mr. Hawkins 
admits, that in ſome ſenſe the Father is not the Son 
or Holy Ghoſt, the Son is not the Father-or Holy 
Ghoſt, nor the Holy Ghoſt the Father or the Son— 
This diſtinction is not (he ſays) of perſons, but of 
perſonal properties But if they are not ſtrictly and 


properly perſonal diſtinctions, then I contend that 


they 
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they are no diſtinctions at all, to the purpoſe of 


a Trinity: and into this vortex muſt Mr. HAwkIxs's 


diſtinction of properties, from the perſons in which 


thoſe properties inhere, ultimately fall. 


Each (he tells us) have their peculiar attributes.“ 


Now the Divine attributes are wiſdom, love, good- 
neſs, juſtice, and the like — and if each of them 


has his peculiar and proper attributes, then the 


wiſdom, the love, the goodneſs, the juſtice of the 
Father, are not the wiſdom, love, goodneſs, juſtice 
of the Son and Holy Ghoſt, and e converſo—And if 
theſe attributes of the Father, are not the attributes 
of the Son and Holy Ghoſt, then the mind, under- 
ſtanding, and will of the Father, where wiſdom, love, 
and goodneſs reſide, ars not the mind, will, and un- 
derſtanding of the Son and Holy Ghoſt : and it will 
follow, that there are in the Deity, three diſtinct and 


infinite minds; and three diſtinct and infinite minds, 


he ſeems to acknowledge would be three Gods. 

He ſays they have each their peculiar properties, 
Let us take Omnipotence for an example.—If the Om- 
nipotence of the Son or of the Holy Ghoſt, is the 
peculiar property of the Son and the Holy Ghoſt 
reſpectively; then it will follow, that the Omnipo- 
tence of the Son and Holy Ghoſt, is not the Om- 
nipotence of the Father; nor is the Omnipotence 
of the Father, the Omnipotence of the Son ; nor 
the Omnipotence .of the Holy Ghoſt, the Omnipo- 
tences of either of the others. And if there are 
three ALMIGHTYs, there are moſt aſſuredly three 
Gops! And all that can be ſaid in admiration or 
exaltation of the Divine unity, or in derogation of our 
own natural powers, in order to hide from our eyes 


theſe abſurdities, muſt be conſidered in the light of 


ſubter- 
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ſubterfuges, and as inimical to the great and encelkent | 


cauſe of Truth. 
But perhaps it will be ſaid, that by each, having 


his peculiar attributes and properties, is meant, that 


guftice is peculiar to the Father, love to the Son, wiſdom 
to the Ho/y Gh:/? but this involves us in a difficulty 
equally tremendous - beeauſe this cannot be believed, 


unleſs we ſuppoſe a diſtinction altogether fubverſive 
of our notions of the Divine znty, and of the Divine 


&#nity :—or, if juſtice be the peculiar attribute of the 
Father, the Son and Holy Ghoſt muſt be without this 
attribute, and then the unity is deſtroyed and God 


is imperfect if love be the peculiar attribute of the 
Son, then love is not an attribute either of the Fa- 
ther or of the Holy Gholt :— and if wi/dom belongs 


peculiarty to the Holy Ghoſt, where are we to look 
(with reverence be it ſpoken) for the wiſdom of the 


Father or the Son? | 
It may be ſaid, that theſe are conſequences, which 


'though they appear to follow, really do not follow 
the ' doctrine Mr. Hawkins contends for; I can 


only obſerve, that if theſe are not conſequences of 
Mr. HawKins's own words, and of courſe of the 
doctrine he profeſſes to believe, then I am miſerably 
blind indecd |! 

Once more, p. 11. It is only the exiſtence of 


fach a diverſity as we underſtand by the denomina- 


tion of perſons, which we mean to aſſert in general 


terms.” This is truly the ſafeſt way, if Mr. Hawkins 


is of opinion that the doctrine will not ſtand the teſt 
of a farticular examination, which is an opinion he may 


very ſafely adopt, without any fear that it will go 


to war with his reaſon, that beſt gift of Almighty 
God: however; this expotition of the ſoft term diver- 


faty, 
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fatys *: the more hah and exceptionable term per/oh, 
amounts to an irrefragable proof, that Mr. Hawxins's 
ſentiments, and the way in which he affects to ex- 
plain the doctrine, are not in perfect uniſon. 

What labour has he uſed to explain himſelf! 1 60 It 
is only the exiſtence of ſuch a atver/ity, as we underſtand 
by the denomination of perſons, which we mean to aſſert 
in general terms. — Who does not ſee the difficulty 
Mr. Hawkins was involved in, when he produced 
this laboured expoſition of his ideas? Who does not 
ſee, that in theſe moſt careful words, he acknowledges 
the real exiſtence of diſtinct proper PERSONS in the 
Deity ? — What do we underſtand by the denomina- 
tion of a perſon? I anſwer, an individual intelligent 
agent. — Well then, Mr. Hawkins tells us, that 
he only pleads for the eæiſſence of diſtin, individual, 
intelligent agents in the Deity : He, to be fure ſays, 
« we mean to aſſert this in @ general way.” — By 
aſſerting it in a general way, he either means, that 


by the word perſon, we ſhould not underſtand a perſon, 


and then we ſtand where we were, and the expoſition 
is nugatory ; — or he means, that we muſt underſtand 
the word as we generally, that is, as we commonly un- 
derſtand it, and thus his expoſition will carry him 
too far; for then it will be ſaid that diſtin& perſons 
mult hoes diſtinct beings, and diſtinct beings will be 
diſtinct Gods. 

And if theſe are ſuch plain facts, why all this out. 
cry againſt Unitariani/m ? Rather, why this outcry 
againſt Scripture, againſt its coadjutor reaſon ? Why 
afraid to have this matter thoroughly inveſtigated? 
Why fear to diſturb the people's ſentiments —If the 
peace of men is diſturbed by teaching the Unity of 
God's perſon, the fault is with thoſe by whom they 
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have been lulled | into a belief of that which has no 


| exiſtence, When they awake from this ſtate, they 


begin to reſent the impoſition—they, perhaps, will 


begin to doubt the certainty of religion; be thrown to 
-the verge of infidelity : — but where this is the caſe, 
the fault is with thoſe who cauſed them to ſleep, not 


with thoſe who awoke them. 
I confeſs, however, that I douht the fact; as it 


ſeems to me almoſt a contradiction in terms, that 
the propoſing to a man a rational, ſcriptural faith, 
in the room of one which is irrational and abſurd, 


ſhould be the cauſe, of turning his back upon the 


Scriptures. This would be like a man's reſiding in a 
ſubterraneous cavern, that he might enjoy more 


clearly the light of the ſun.—In one point of view, 


however, the doctrine of the Trinity will be eminent- 
ly uſeful to future generations. — This doctrine has, 


no doubt, contributed greatly to the growth of Deiſm; 


the Deiſts have uſed every argument human wit in 
ſome of the wiſeſt heads could deviſe, in order to 
overturn the Chriſtian ſyſtem: and this has opened 


a door, an effectual door for the defence of it. In- 


deed, this appears to be an age, in which the Divine 


Providence has thrown freſh light upon the truth 
and divinity of the Goſpel of Chriſt, tantamount al- 


moſt to a new Revelation. — Would to God, that 


thoſe who are called by the name of Chriſt, and who 
are the teachers of mankind, would unite in the noble, 
the benevolent, and generous endeavour, to clear the 
world of ſentiments diſgraceful to their own rational 
powers, ſubverſive of the true Goſpel of Chriſt, and 


diſhonourable to God! 


Mr. Hawkins, in the quotations I have FOR Wow, 


“In an abſtract, or metaphyſical ſenſe, the title of 
h Gop 
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Gor, is more emphatically applied to the Father than 
to the other two.” — He alſo calls the Father, the 
origin or fountain of the Godhead, as having a pre- 
eminence, a ſuperiority, or priority of order, office, 
or cauſality.— ls it poſſible, that any one can read 
theſe words, without conceiving of the Father as 
very diſtant from the other two, and as eminently 
God ?—Tf the Son and Holy Ghoſt are co-eſſential, 
conſubſtantial with the Father ; if they are one divine 
eſſence with him, and always were ſo; it is impoſſible 
that the Father, in any abſtract or metaphyſical 
ſenſe, (which in this caſe is no ſenſe at all), can, 
as contradiſtinguiſhed from the Son and Holy Ghoſt, 
be entitled to the emphatical uſe of that word, by 
which the one Supreme Deity is deſigned: nor can 
he, without impiety, be deſcribed as the origin or foun= 
tain of the Deity ; nor can any pre-eminence, ſupe- 
riority, or priority of order, be applied to him, ſeeing 
there cannot be a priority, even of order, in that 
which is eternal: nor in the one Supreme Deity, 
can there be any ſuperiority on account of office, or 
cauſality ; becauſe priority and ſuperiority, imply 
degrees; and where there are degrees, there is imper- 
fection, and that which is imperfect cannot be God. 
— Why then bewilder the mind with ſuch inexpli- 
cable notions > — Why make it neceſſary that we 
ſhould have. waded through the deep and dangerous 
waters of metaphyſics, before we can attain the ſim- 
pleſt ideas of true Godhead ? And, more eſpeci- 
ally, Why this uproar againſt the uſe of metaphyſi- 
cal arguments, to refute a doctrine, without which 
that very doctrine will not admit of the moſt ſimple 
explication There is juſt as much reaſon that a 
man ſhould attempt to prove the pre-eminence of 
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. 
order, office, and cauſality of the Father from Scrip- 
ture, and then deny his adverſary the uſe. of the 
Scriptures to oppoſe it If men muſt or will have 
reſource to abſtract ideas, and metaphyſical ſubtle- 
ties, in order to explain theſe doctrines, they ſhould, 
without repining, permit thoſe who differ from them, 
to adduce the ſame /ort of arguments, in order, if 
they can, to controvert thoſe doctrines. 

But if the diſpute is always to be managed in a me- 
taphyfical way, it will be an endleſs diſpute ; becauſe 
no deductions are leſs underſtood than metaphyſical 
anes, and there is little hope of a remedy while men 
continue to pay as much deference to a metaphy fical 
diſtinction, as they do to the expreſs declarations of 
Scripture. Let me therefore exhort Mr. Hawkins, 
and all who are treading in the ſame myſterious 
and unintelligible way, to attend to' the plain doc- 
txine of the Scripture, and be contented with it; 
to wit, that there is one God and Father of all, 
who is above all, and through all, and in all; and 
one Lord Jeſus Chriſt, in whom God did dwell, in 
the fulneſs of his wiſdom and power, and by whom 
he has been pleaſed to declare his will to mankind. 


Of the Perſon of TesUs CHRIST. 


Let us now for a moment attend to the plain and 
eaſy account Mr. Hawkins has favoured the world 
with, concerning the perſon of our bleſſed Lord, and 
ſee whether this is leſs liable to exception. 

He lays down the following poſtulata—1iſt, That 
Jeſus Chriſt was a real human being, compoſed of 
a body and foul like our's. | 

2dly, That the man Jeſus Chriſt was moſt per- 

fectly and intimately united with the Godhead. 


2dlyy 
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ally, That the divine 484 human B in Chriſt, 
by reaſon of this ineffable union, conſtitute but one 
perſon. 

Athly, That there is however no mixture or 
confuſion of the divine and human natures. 

Whoever takes a view of this doctrine, will fee 
that it is inveloped in miſt and darkneſs. The iſt 
extraordinary thing is, that an immaterial and a material 
ſubſtance, an infinite and a finite being, ſhould. be ſo 
intimately and perfectly united as to become but one 
PERSON. 3 : 

The 24 is, that after having raiſed ſo much appa- 
rent doubt, about the proper diſtinct perſonality of 
the three in the Trinity, he ſhould yet find, in one of 
the three, namely, the Son, a PERSON, which would 
not only ſuffice for its own nature, but for a human 
nature alſo. 

The 3d is, that Jeſus Chriſt ſhould 6 « a real 
* human being, compoſed of a body and ſoul, like 
« our's;” or, as the Athanaſian Creed expreſſes it — 
if Eg PR man, of a reaſonable ſoul, and human fleſh 
* ſubſiſting.” —I ſay, it is very extraordinary that 
this ſhould be the caſe, and yet that Chriſt Jeſus 
ſhould not be a human per ſon.— It would be very natu- 
ral if we were to aſk, What more than a human being, 
or penfect man, compoſed of a body and reaſonable ſoul, - 
is neceſſary to conſtitute a human perſon * And it 
would be right to expect a full and ſatisfaCtory 


anſwer; and until ſuch an anſwer ſhould be given, 


it would be reaſonable to ſuppoſe that it cannot be 
given. And it will not ſolve the difficulty to admit that 
he was a proper human perſon, becauſe there muſt 
then be two perſons in Chriſt; unleſs it be alſo ad- 
mitted, which is equally deſtructive of a Trinity 

and 
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and the Deity of Chriſt, that the union was not with 
@ divine perſon, but with a mere divine nature—if any. 
body knows what a mere nature is.— So that, take the 
matter up in any poſſible way we can, it will be found 
unnatural, irrational, and abſurd : and I do contend 
and inſiſt, that ſo far as a man perſuades himſelf to 
give faith to theſe doftrines, ſo far he acts not only 


without, but againſt reaſon. And this furniſhes an 


opportunity of juſtifying Dr. PrRIEsTLEY, where he 
repreſents Trinitarians as deſtitute of common ſenſe ; 


- ſeeing that Dr. PRIESsTLEV certainly intends this re- 
preſentation to go no farther, than that there is a 


want of rationality in their definitions of a Trinity 
and the hypoſtatic Union. He does not mean that 


they are fools in general; but that they are fo only, 


when theſe doctrines and their reaſon come in contact. 
The 4th is, that men of underſtanding ſhould ſub- 


mit their judgments to ſuch unwarrantable quibbling 


and ſhifting, as is neceſſary to the ſupport of theſe 
doctrines— that they ſhould, without the authority of 
Scripture, maintain principles ſo apparently oppoſite 
to common ſenſe, and common obſervation, and fo 
ſubverſive of the laws of Nature, and of each other, as 
the doctrines of the TRINITV and of the HYPOsTATIC 
Union. — Who can, without aſtoniſhment, behold 
men, otherwiſe wiſe and learned, who know of nothing 


in nature but individual perſons, in individual na- 
tures, labouring, with all the zeal and might * they | 


poſſeſs, 


* „Wie perceive a wonderful inclination in Chriſtians towards 
ſomething in religion ſo ſublime as not to be underſtood : whereas 
the true ſublimity of religion lies in its plainneſs; as the true 
excellence and dignity of man, conſiſts in his being ſuch a plain 


man as Jeſus Chriſt was. This inclination is a remnant of the old 
education 
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poſſeſs, to ſhew, that God Almighty has ehres diſtinct 


perſons, in one individual eſſence or nature; and that 


Jeſus Chriſt poſſeſſes two diſtinct natures, in one indi- ; 


vidual per/jon ? 

Were all men in full da of themſelves, it 
would be ſufficient to obſerve, that this doctrine is 
delivered to us in a language totally unwarranted by 
Scripture. - And that it has no pretence of proteCtion, 
but in the mazes of ſcholaſtic ſubtlety and prevarica- 
tion. But for the uſe of thoſe who are yet bound by 
the fetters of education, let it be obſerved, that the 
Scriptures never ſpeak of three perſons in the Deity, 
take the term perſon in the mildeſt ſenſe you will—nor 
do they ſpeak of two natures in Chriſt Jeſus—nor is 
there in the Scriptures one ſyllable of any union of 
natures in Chriſt—nor indeed of any other union of 
the man Chriſt Jeſus with the Supreme God, that is 
not equally predicable of the diſciples of Chriſt, as of 
himſelf : nay, when the Scriptures do ſpeak, they go 
farther than Mr. Hawkins could wiſh, and ſhew, 
that the union of Chriſt with God (if there was any 
ſuch ynion) was not an union with that relation in the 
Deity which is manifeſted to us by the appellation of 


the Son but with that which is denominated the Father. 


The three following things I ſhall now attempt to 
prove Erſt, that the Scriptures do not ſpeak of any 
perſonal union of the man Chriſt with the Godhead. | 


2dly, That the union which the Scriptures do ſpeak 


of, is an union of the man Chriſt with the Father ; 
or, which is the ſame thing, with God. 


education given this country by monks and prieſts, whoſe majeſty 
ſtood in the credulouſneſs of their followers.” - RoBINSON's 
Serm. page 302, 


3dly, That 
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_ 3dly, That the union which the Scriptures ſpeak 


of, of the man Chriſt Jeſus with the Godhead, is an 


union which the true diſciples of Chriſt are as truly 
the ſubjects of as Chriſt himſelf is. 

As to the firſt of theſe points, it is manifeſtly clear 
from the Holy Scriptures, that God is not perſonally 
united to the man Chriſt Jeſus :—1, Negatively, be- 
cauſe the Scriptures never ſay fo; and, 2. afürma- 
tively, becauſe the Scriptures declare that the Word 
was made fleſh : not that it was united to it, Kal 
A Taz lo *— That Chriſt Jeſus Par too of fleſh 
and blood 7, (as his diſciples partook of them) : not 
that he was united to fleſh and blood That he who 
was in the form of God, emptied himſelf, wr kuh T: 
not that he aſſumed another nature—That he was 
made in the likeneſs of man &: not that he was united 
to a man That the Godhead dwelt bodily in Chriſt || : 
not that the Godhead was united to Chriſt ; unleſs, 
indeed, inbabitation and perſonal union are ſynonimous 
terms. — Here | is then no union at all ſpoken of, or 


hinted at: and it will become Mr. Hawkins to en- 


quire ſeriouſly from what ſource he derived his in- 
formation. Let him put this queſtion home to his 
underſtanding and heart, and perhaps he will think 
more fayourably of that doctrine which endeavours to 
ſupport the abſolute uniTY of God. 
Andi in addition to theſe obſervations, let it be re- 
marked, that a diſtinction of natures in Chriſt, is never 
once mentioned in the Scriptures. He is never once 
ſpoken of as God and man; if we underſtand by 
this phraſe that he was both God and man. — He 
may indeed be {ſpoken of, in ſome places, as a God 
in others, as a man: — but is it reaſonable to ſuppoſe, 


John i. 14. + Heb. ii, 14. f Phil. ii. 7. $ Ia. I Col. ii. 9. 
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that this was intended to teach us that he was both 
God and man Alt is ſurely more reaſonable to ſup- 
poſe that the man Chriſt Jeſus, on account of his ſu- 
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per- eminent character, and the divinity of his miſſion tf 
and office, might be ſometimes called a God *. How« 1 
ever, it does not appear that he is ever ſo called. On 1 
the contrary, Chriſt and God are frequently mentioned 5 
in contradiſtinction to each other, & e are Chriſt's, of] 
and Chrift is God's. There is one God, and one Lord, &c. F 
&c,—Beſides, is this the way in which a doctrine fo 1 
8 exceedingly momentous would probably have been 4 
1 taught? Would ſo dread an idea have been left to 4 
$2 compariſons, to implications, to deductions, to in- 4 
; 5 ferences! — Would it not have been poſitively ex- 1 
. preſſed ?-—W ould not every page of the ſacred volume . 


have ſung ſo wonderful a theme ? | 

Perhaps it may be ſuppoſed, that the diſtinction of 
natures in the perſon of Chriſt, is pointed out, Rom, 
IX: 5. where it is faid—** Of whom, as concerning 


the fleſh, Chriſt came.” And it will be ſaid, that by 
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the words concerning the fleſh, muſt be meant the human % 
nature; and that this diſtinction ſhews he poſſeſſed 2 
another nature. But, indeed, this is not the fact.— % 


The phraſe 18, XKLTH% THPKH, And it the Reader will 
take the pains to turn to the following paſſages, Rom, 
IV. 1. ix. 3. — 1 Cor. i. 26. x. 18. —2 Cor. v. 16. 
x. 2. XI. 18, —Eph. vi. 5,—Col. iii. 22. he will find 


* How appoſite is our Lord's ſignificant obſervation to the Jews, 
to this part of our ſubjeCt.---The Jews had charged him with blaſ- 


phemy, in ſaying that he was one with the Father; he replies, © Ts "24 

| it not written in your law, I ſaid, ve are gods? If he called 7 
them Gops unto whom the word of God came, and the Scrip- 4 

ture cannot be broken; (at is, this is a real Scripture-truth) 1 

ſay ye of him whom the Father hath ſanctiſied, and ſent into 0 

the world, Thou blaſphemeſt ; becauſe I ſaid, I am the Son of GO 8 

John x. 34---37. 4 

R the $ 


CD TOSS 7 SE 


V. 
_—_ 


9 
wy "&5s 5 x7 * þ -—; 
—— 4 2 — — — — 
c 


— 
0 Re 
eh 


5 — 

— 
ITY 43 
3 


B 


the ſame phraſe uſed in them all, and he will perhaps 
be ſatisfied, that no ſuch diſtinction either is, or could 
poſſibly be intended. At leaſt, that this meaning cannot 
be admitted, unleſs we will alſo admit the ſame diſtinc- 
tion as to Abraham—to the whole Jeruiſh nation—to the 
iſe among mankind—to the 7/raciite;—to the apoſtle 
Paul—and to any man: — For to all of theſe is this 
phraſe applied, in the paſſages I have above referred to. 

2d.—I come now to ſpeak of the ſecond point; 10 
wit, that the union the Scriptures ſpeak of is with 
the FaTHER.—“ I and my Father are one, John x. 31. 
38.—“ The Father, which DWELLETH in me, he doth 
the works, John xiv. 10.—““ In him DWELLETH 
all the fulneſs of the Godhead bodily,” Col. Ii. . 
“ He that hath ſeen ne, hath ſeen the Father,” 
John x. 9.—“ Thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee, 
John xvii. 21. We are one,“ ver. 22. But that theſe 
paſſages ſpeak not of a perſonal union, will appear in 
examining the third point. = 

3d.— That the union which the Scriptures ſpeak of, 
of the man Chriſt Jeſus and the Godhead, is an union 
which the true diſciples of Chriſt are as truly ſubjects 
of as Chriſt is. For ample ſatisfaction on this head, 
we need only give due conſideration to the following 
paſſages: John xiv. 17. The Spirit of Truth, (that 
75, the power of God, even the Father) dwelleth with 
you, and ſhall be in you.” — ver. 23. If a man love 
me, he will keep my words; and my Father will 
love him, and we will come unto im, and make 
our abode with him. — ver. 20. At that day, ye 
ſhall know that 7 am in my Father, and ye in 
me, and 7 in you.” —chap. xvii. 21. T pray that they 
all may be one, as thou, Tati, art in me, and J in thee, 
that zbey allo may be one in us. —ver. 22, 23. The 
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glory which thou, Father, gaveſt me, I have given them, 
that hey may be one, even as we are one; I in them, 


and thou in me. — John iii. 24. He that keepeth his 


commandments dwelleth in him, and he in him.” — 


chap. iv. ver. 4. Ye are of God; greater is he that 


is in yon, than he that is in the world.“ -er. 12. 
« God dwelleth in us. -e r. 15. Whoſoever ſhall 


confeſs that Jeſus is the Son of God, God dwelleth 


in him.“ ver. 16. He that dwelleth in love, dwell- 
eth in God, and God in him.” | 
Whatever this author has ſaid about God's ſuffer- 
ing, in a nature which is paſſible and mortal; and 
that God incarnate died,  re/pe7 to his human 
nature, p. 17. are ideas ſo replete with unmixed non- 


ſenſe, that (to ſay the leaſt of them) they do not de- 


ſerve an anſwer. Did God ſuffer }—Did God die? 
If he did ſuffer and die, ſay ſo—lIf he did not ſuffer 
and die, why not ſay {o ?—Do not tell us he SUFFERED 
in another nature; becauſe theſe words bear no mean» 
ing, they convey no 1deas. : 

Beſides, we might enquire, what is meant by a na- 
ture ſuftering, by a nature dying ? How 1s it that there 
was but one perſon in Chrift, and yet that perſon did 
not die? Was it the perſon of Chriſt, or one of his 
natures only, which ſuffered in the garden of Gethſe- 
mane ; which was forrowful even unto death ; which 
cried out upon the croſs, My God, my God, why haſt 
thou forſaken me, and there gave up its breath, and 
died? Was it the ſupreme God, or was it a man? 
And if a man, was an abſtract nature forrowful ? 
Did an abſtract nature cry out thus mournfully on 
the croſs? Did an abſtract nature give up its breath 


and die? 
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% Doth not Wiſdom cry aloud, 
„% And Underſtanding raiſe her voice, 

At the top of the high-places on the way, 

« At the meeting of the croſs- paths ſtationed ? 

& At the gate-ways, at the entrance of the city, 
& At the door-ways, ſhe exclaimeth, 

&« To you, O men, do I call; 

« To you, ſons of men, is my voice: 

% O ye imprudent, learn to be diſcreet ; 

« O ye fooliſh, learn to be wile.” 
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In a Letter to the Rev. Mr. HARPER. 


, z DEAR SIR, 


RECEIVED your's, accompanying a book, 
called Hore Solitariæ; which I have, with great 
attention, and I believe with candor, reviewed. 
The author is, no doubt, a learned man—his Eſſay 
is a very ample proof of it. — I muſt, however, ob- 
: ſerve, that his mode of reaſoning is exceedingly in- 
1 concluſive: Like moſt writers on that ſide the queſ- 


tion, he takes for granted that which is the main 
point to be proved. He attempts to prove his doctrine 
by the application of a great variety of names to Chriſt 
— taking it for granted, in almoſt every material 
inſtance, that thoſe names are properly applicable to 
Chriſt, without proving it; or he argues for his 
divinity from ſuch names as do by no means imply 
it. It may well be ſaid, as you have done, that 1 
Trinitarians ſhrink from anſwering this book. It 1 

. would bh. 
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would, in one ae, de a very ardnous taſk to do 


it: I mean, in wading through ſuch a great collection 
of paſſages, and in replying to the impertinent remarks 
this author has made upon them :—but nothing would 
be more eaſy than to {hew, that his arguments are in- 
concluſive and futile, and his ferences void of any 
foundation. You will be pleaſed to obſerve, that I 
here diſtinguiſh his arguments from his remarks; 
and you will ſce that I think the difficulty in 


anſwering this author, would ariſe rather from the 


quantity of his matter, than. from the quality of his 
ſpeculations. 

If an arbitrary and fanciful application of paſſages 
and names to Jeſus Chrift—Iit declaring proofs to 
be clear, cogent, irrefragable, indubitable; without 
ſhewing how they are clear, &c.— lf the uſe of new 
andunintelligible language--it making bold inferences, 
without premiſes—If highly and rapturouſly extolling 
the deity and dignity of our Saviour —If enthuſiaſtic 
exclamations and Hutchinſonian dogmas—will prove 
the point he contends for; then I will admit that 
this author is unanſwerable. 

The great ardour which he ſhews, ariſes from 
a pre-conce:ved notion of the Hutchinſonian cove- 
nant of grace. I call it the Hutchinſonian cove- 
nant, becauſe it has its origin in the wild and un- 
governable fancy of a gentleman of that name. — 
That the ever-bleſſed God graciouſly purpoſed to 
beſtow eternal liſe upon thoſe who, by patient con- 
tinuance in well-doing, ſeck for glory, and ho- 
nor, and immortality, a Chriſtian cannot deny: 
but that God covenanted with himſelf — ſtipulated 
terms with bimſelf — bound himſelf to himſelf, by 
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2 conditional cxecration — is both fanciful and im- 


ptous, It has no ſoundation in Scripture — it is 
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10 part of Divine Revelation—it ought, therefore, b 


to be rejected from the Chriſtian Creed, as a pro- 
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fane human invention. | 
It is impoſſible to read this author without ſeeing, 
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that the preſuppoſal of this covenant, is the ground- 


| work of his aſſurances, and the real toundation of his ul 
1 licentious application of paſſages in the Old Teſta- of 
1 ment to Jeſus Chriſt. But it becomes him and his "1 
abettors, to conſider ſeriouſly, whether the Scriptures 1 
do any where teach, that three perſons, Father, Son, 79 
2nd Holy Ghoſt, entered into a covenant- engagement 1 
together for the redemption of mankind ? A declara- © 
tion of this ſort, which I contend is a declaration to- YM 
tally anſupported by Scripture, looks ſomewhat more #43 
like preſumption and madneſs, than any thing which 0 
can be found in the writings of Arians or Socinians. 5 
In the firſt onſet of your author's performance, A 
he ſhould have ſaid leſs about irrefragable proofs, and 4 
2F ſhould have proved incontrovertibly, from the plain 5 
| * language of Holy Scripture, that ſuch a covenant was My | 
5 3 made. Had he ſet out in this way, he would have 7 
furniſhed a good apology for the remainder of his Wi 
performance: but as the caſe now ſtands, he is inex- : 
cuſably raſh and irreverent, in his whole conduct : 11 
and I do aſſure you, that of all the books I have yet N 
read, none ever raiſed fo great an averſion in my mind at 
againſt the doctrine it contends for, as this has done. 19 
It has tended more firmly to root and e{tabliſh me in A 
that bleſſcd foundation of all Truths, the unqualified A 
UNTTyY of God. 1 
But in order that I may not be charged with ex- = 
claiming without reaſon; and as the throwing down . 
this foundation-ſtone of a tripartite covenant, will 4 q 
effectually ruin the whole fabric of this profane i" 
building ; 4 | 
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1 36 1 
building; I propoſe now to examine what this au- 
thor has ſaid in ſupport of this doctrine of a Divine 
covenant : and then we ſhall be able to ſee whether 
he has proved that the three Divine perſons did cos 
venant together, and aſſure upon oath, for the re= 
demption of mankind. 

His great argument in proof of this point, is taken 
from the Hebrew name God, tnx; ; which, he tells 
us, is derived from the Hebrew dn, 10 aſſure upon vath; 
Now let us admit for a moment, that the word 
27x, is derived from the Hebrew dn, and that this 
word, hx, ſignifies t aſſure upon oath, or, as the more 
groſs Hutchinſonians make it, to fwear to à covenant; 
to be laid under a conditional execration ®Þ— Yet, will any 
man, {who is not under the controul of a capricious 
imagination) without he has ſome other ſtrong eorro- 
borating evidence, or ſome other cauſe to ſerve than 
the caufe of TrzuTH, contend, that this word beirig 
uſed of the true God, proves that he is compoſed of 
three PERSONS, and that theſe three PER SON Scove - 
nanted together for the redemption of mankind? I 
will venture to ſay, that no honeſt and impartial en- 
quirer would come into fuch a notion. If, indeed, it 
was elſewhere in Holy Scripture, repeatedly declared 
that God did ſo covenant, that each of the zhree 
did aſſure upon oath, that they did each ſwear to the 
others to perform this covenant—then we might, (hor- 
rid and profane as the idea is) be inclined to ſuppoſe 
that this name was meant to teach the ſame thing. But 
this author has put the cart before the horſe—he brings 
this forward as prima facie evidence, that ſuch a co- 
venant was made, and then makes all the declarations 
of Scripture follow it, and ſtoop to it. But how does 
this word prove the fact ; admitting the meaning of it 

to 


* See Catcot's Serm. upon this ſubject, p. 8. 
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to be as he has alledged ?—ls it impoſſible that there 


ſhould be in the God of Nature, any other plurality 
than of perſons 2 — Admit that the word is uſed, 
becauſe God had ſworn, had-covenanted;' is'it impoſ- 
ble to refer that covenant to God's gracious aſſur- 
ances to Abraham—ard to refer the plural form of the 
word to the multitude of his perfections? or to the 
two immutables, the promiſe and oath of God, which 
the apoſtle magnifies, Heb. vi. 18. and which take in 
exactly your author's ideas of afJurance and oath? —If 
theſe things are not zmpoſtbic,, and the Scriptures dg 


not declare which of them is meant—or that either of 


them is meant—why may not this be the truth, and 
not that, or neither of them? They are both'of them 
gueſſes, and who {hall ſay which of them is right? $ 
I éknow it is a difficult matter, when men have 
eſpouſed notions, to deſert them for others, though 
they may be more truly rational, and have better evi- 
fence to ſupport them: and I ſhall not be ſurprized 


if you treat with indifference theſe obſervations.—1 


will however venture to declare, that in ſo doing, you 


will do injuſtice to the TRurH- to yourſel fand to 


the flock of which you are the ſhepherd. 
Your author's note, p. 14. led me to theſe reflec» 


tions; and I cannot help further obſerving, that 


he does very unwarrantably, and very abſurdly, 
leap from his explanation of this word dbx, as 
ſignifying to aſſure upon cath, to the paſſage 1 John 
v. 7. as if they meant the ſame thing. To aſſure 
upon oath, bears at leaſt two meanings; it means to 
confirm a promiſe by an oath, and to bear witneſs 
upon oath. Now the ſenſe of the word dyn, according 
to this author, ſignifies the former of theſe two; 
and the paſſage 1 John v. 7. does not at all agree to 
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the latter; and therefore cannot, without abſurdity, 
be compared with that word, as deduced.from it, 
or parallel with it: For however the word nx 
may ſignify to execrate, to ſwear, or an oath adminiſ- 
ered to a witneſs ; it is not ſo clear that it ſignifies 10 
teſtify, or bear witneſs : And however truly the paſſage 
1 John v. 7. may ſpeak of bearing witneſs ; yet no one 
ever pretended that it referred to any evidence deli- 
vered upon oath. —But this reference of your author is 
one inſtance, among hundreds in his book, of the great 
attention he has paid to words, and how little regard 
he has had to things. And his declaration, p. 17. 
where he ſays, ** that the title Aleim, both in its con- 
c ſtruction and uſe, expre/ly declares a plurality of per- 
& ſons in the divine eſſence, may juſtly be conſidered 
as a ſtandard by which we may judge of his general 
regard for TRUTH.—I have no doubt but I ſhall bg 
pardoned, if I contradict this bold affertion, and 
proteſt, that the word does not expre/ly declare, nor even 
imply any ſuch thing. | | 
The nature and extent of this covenant, we are 
told, p. 25. are ſummarily expreſſed, Exod. vi. 5. 8. 
You will be pleaſed toobſerve, that your author is now 
going to adduce his PROOF, that ſuch a covenant of 
grace as we have heard of between the three perſons, 
was actually made. The words are: - I haveremem- 
bered my covenant: Wherefore, ſay unto the children 
of Iſrael, I am JEHOVARH, and I will bring you out 
from under the burdens of the Egyptians [ ſpiritual 
as well as temporal enemies], and I will rid you out 
of their bondage; and I will redeem you with a 
ſtretched-out arm, and with great judgments: and'T 
will take you to me for a people, and I will be to you 
for ALEHIM; and ye ſhall know that I am Fehovah 
Pour 
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your AL EHIM, who bringeth you out from under the il 
burdens of the Egyptians. And I will bring you in A 
unto the land concerning the which I did ſwear to Ml. 


— Et 


- 


give it, to Abraham, to Iſaac, and to Jacob; and T | 
will give it you for an heritage :—I am JEHovan.” 440 

Let any unprejudiced perſon read theſe words, and 
then ſay, whether they ſpeak of a covenant made be- 
tween the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, for the re- 
demption of mankind. Will not every candid mind 
revolt at ſuch a palpable impoſition as ishere intended? 
The words contain a mere declaration, that God, as 
the God of Abraham, would, in conſequence of the 
promiſe he made to him, deliver the Iſraelites from 
the Egyptian bondage which they then endured— 
and they produced as a proof that Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, before all worlds, covenanted to deliver 
the elect from the eternal puniſhment and dereliction 
which ſin hath deſerved! 

You will ſurely join with me in reprobating this very 
unwarrantable liberty Vou ſurely will not heſitate 


2 to ſay, that this conduct is diſgraceful to Chriſtianity 
1 —and that if the paſſages he has produced are admitted 


as proofs of the point they are by him intended to 
prove, we may, by the ſame ſort of — prove any 
thing we pleaſe. 

What I have hitherto ſaid, has been upon the ad- 


1 miſſion that dk ſignifies to afſure upon oath. I now 1 
* contend, that there is in Scripture no ſufficient reaſon 1 
4 to induce a belief that this word dn, in this ſenſe of | 1 
bo it, is the word from which en is derived. 9 
> If in purſuing this argument I ſhould alledge, that the | WO 
z Hebrew verb ihk, ſignifies to adjure, to cauſe to fear 13 1 
5 Alam inclined to think that your author would find it 10 
7 difficult to prove, that this is not its meaning. The fact 2 
5 82 iS, 1 


ST Very 1 1 IE JED V. 11 1 — 
. 5 1 8 7 — * TS 
[4 oF) 5 72 I M's ned 5 * - 


L 140 

is, that dh does ſignify to adjure; there is therefore as 
much reaſon that t ſhould be thus under ſtood, as 
that its meaning ſhould be deduced from an ante-mun- 
dane tranſaction of the Trinity; of which very tranſ- 
action this word is the only exiſting proof, though it 
ſays nothing at all about it. If he doubts that the word 
ſometimes ſignifies 1 adjure, to cauſe to ſwear, in the 
fenſe of yawn; let him compare Geneſis: xxiv. 2. 
with ver. 41. of that chapter; in which ver. 41. it 
is plain that Abraham uſes this word when ſpeaking 
of his ſervant's oath, in the ſenſe of adjuration, or a 
cauſing to ſwear, ver. 2. and from which very cir- 
cumitance, he calls the oath taken by his ſervant, 
Ars OATH, he having caufed him to ſwear, NN, 
& from this mine oath.” See alſo, 1 Sam. xiv. 24.— 
3 Chron. vi. 22.—Deut. xxix. 10, 12, 14, 30.— 
Ezek. xvii. 13: — all of which paſſages contain plain 
proofs that the dex is not he who AE but he by 
Whom the oath is impoſed. 3 | 

* See alſo, Prov. xxix. 24. © He heareth 1 
& and bewrayeth it not:“ which Biſhop PArRIck, 
who cannot be ſuſpected of partiality, thus para- 
phraſes : — Being adjured to diſcover what he 
* knows, he will not declare it *.” 

And probably this author's difficulty v would be 
equally great, if I were to contend, that it ſignifies 
Fower, or firength; and ſo refers to the Almighty 
power : and its plural form, to the divers manifeſta- 
tions of that power. | | 

Nay, he would not find-it a very eaſy matter to 
prove, that it is not in a plural form, merely in com- 
pliance with common uſage—or that its plural form is 


* See SHARP's Diſſertation on Elohim and Berit]. 
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not a mere idiom of the Hebrew language; eſpecially 
a8 it is uſed with ſingular pronouns, &c. 

But that it was not meant to point out any glursliey 
of perſons, appears to me to be more particularly pro- 
bable, in that there ſeems to be a manifeſt caution 
againſt any ſuch ſenſe or conſtruction of the word, in 
Deut. vi. 4. Hear, O Iſrael, the Lord our God is 
« ONE Lord;“ that is, ** Do not ſuppoſe that the true 
„God is more gods than one: for he who is our 
« Aleim, our God, is one TR, JEnovan.”—He ſays 
nothing about eſſence, or per ſan; and therefore we muſt 
underſtand him to mean, that he is, both in e//zxce and 
perſon, OE. — And I lay the more ſtreſs upon this 
paſſage, becauſe if any idea of a Trinity of perſons in 


the Unity of the Godhead, had then exiſted, it muſt 


of neeeffity have been brought forward in this place, 
and explained in ſuch terms as would place it beyond 
the poſſibility of doubt, 

And that it has not its origin in any ante-mundane 
covenant,” but was a mere appellation of the Divine 
Being, is pretty plain; in that if it had had its origin in 


any ſuch covenant, its application would have been ſo 


excluſively appropriate to the true God, that it would 
have been, beyond all contradiction, incommunicable 
to any other. Whereas this word is uſed of angels, of 
men, and, in numberleſs places, even of idols *: which 
is demonſtrative proof that it has no ſuch meaning 
appropriated to it as is pretended. At any rate, while 
the exact meaning and derivation of this word cannot 
be aſcertained, and while it is applicable to others, in 


* Exod. xxiii. 32.---Numb. xxxiii. 4.---Deut. xii. 30, 31, 32. 
== Joſh. xxiil. 7.---Judg. ii. 3.--1 Sam. xvii. 43.--2 Sam. vii. 23. 
1 Kings xi. 8.---2 Kings xvii. 33.---1 Chron, x. 19,--Ifa, xxxvH. 
19.—-Jer. xlviii. 35. 
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whom no ſuch diſtinction as in the ſuppoſed Trinity 
exiſts; it is ſurely ſtretching conjecture too far, to 
contend that it exprefly declares any thing. | 

The learned Dr. G·EDD!sò is of opinion, that ** the 
&« word Aleim, in its primitive ſignification, denotes 
re frength, power, the Mighty One, i>xups;. Nor ( ſays he) 
« have I yet feen any cogent reaſon to depart from 
« this moſt ancient and commonly-received opinion. 
ce Ft is ſo natural to affix the idea of ſuperior power to 
« the Deity, that it could hardly fail of entering into 
„ ſome of his firſt appellations.“ — GEDD1s's Critical 
Remarks on Genefis i. 1. 

cc How the plural form EIS came to be i in 1 ſuch 
c general ufe among the Jews, may, perhaps, be thus 
4 rationally accounted for: Before the vocation of 
« Abraham, Polytheiſm ſeems to have been the gene- 
6 ral religion: the gods, therefore, would be a pre- 
« yailing term. The error in worſhip was rectified 
de by the Hebrew legiſlator : but ſtubborn language 


, hath ſeldom been ſeen to bend, even to legiſlative | 


* power. Thus Zn obſtinately kept its place in 
« the Hebrew dialect : but its meaning was reſtricted 
* to one God, by putting the concording verb, &c. in 


the fingular.Ibid. 


FTbe Eſſay on the Trinity, which 8 your 
author's performance, is certainly replete with learn- 
ing. The author has taken a great deal of pains to 
prove that many Heathen nations had an idea of a 
Trinity: And if he had proved tliat all the nations 
upon the face of the earth had ſuch a notion, the re- 
fearch for this information might have pleaſed an in- 
quiſitive mind, but could do little towards enlightening 
it, or benefiting the cauſe of true religion. It would 
be no difficult matter to prove, that all nations under 
1a 15 2 the 
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the ſun have been idolaters, worſhippers of ſtocks and 
ſtones; but it would be abſurd to adduce this as 4 


proof that we ought to be idolaters, that we ought to 


worſhip the works of men's hands. 

Your author would have done well if he * 
ſhewn, that all theſe nations had derived their informa- 
tion from patriarchal tradition : but this he has not 
ſhewn ; he has merely conjectured it and conjecture 
will not do, as the ground of a Diving FAITH.— 
The conjecture of any other man is as good as his; 
and I conjecture that their notions of ſomething three= 

fold were the fruit of their own imaginations, as moſt 
of their notions were; and I conjecture, with greater 
probability of truth, that the Chriſtian Trinity was 
borrowed from PLATO. Thoſe of the ancient fathers 
who had been of: the Platonic ſchool, will convince 
you, if you will take the pains to read them, how 
much they were pleaſed in being able to bring the 
Trinity « of FLATO, and the Trinity of corrupted 
Chriſtianity, which had rey been borrowed from 
it, into uniſon. 

The triform ſymbols*, and repreſentations, which 
this author has met with, are certainly favourable to 
the doctrine of the Trinity; ſo far as they go to prove, 
that the nations in which theſe diſcoveries have been 
made, were not totally ignorant of the number THREE : 
but this does not prove that there was any thing myſte- 
rious in them, any more than the Scriptures prove 


that there are a Trinity of perſons in the Unity of the 


Divine efſence.---If this author had taken the number 
ſeven, he would perhaps have been ſtill more ſucceſs- 
ful ; and would have found it more than equally the 


* I wonder that this author omitted the mention of C ERBERU 8. 
Why would not this auſwer his purpoſe? e ere ar 
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Tubje& of myfery and porfe27ion, Had he taken this, 


he would have found ſeven days in a week, a ſabbath 
on the feventh day, another every ſeventh year; the 
ſeventh or climacteric year; and of other climates 
rics, by the multiplication of that number; he would 
have found that it was male and female, becauſe a 
compound of letters even and odd, as three and four; 
and that, comprehending the three and four, it is a 
number wholly perfect. He would have heard of ſeven 
ſtars, Amos v. 8. Rev. i. 16. of ſeven churches, ſe- 
ven candleſticks, ſeven angels, ſeven horns, ſeven eyes, 


ſeven thunders, of a dragon with ſeven heads and 


ſeven crowns; of ſeven ſpirits, Matth. xii. 45. and a 
thouſand others. But this wou!d not anſwer your aus 
thor's purpoſe ſo well as to find out the myſterious 
threes, —As he is fond of Heathen fables, he might 
have found plenty of two-formed” beings, from which 


he might prove any thing he pleaſed of dualitzes ? 


witneſs the Yritons, the Syrens, the Harpies, &6. &c. 
But omitting a ſearch after other numbers, this 


author has ran ſacked half the globe to find out PIA; 


GRANS, SYMBOLS, HIEROGLYPHICAL REPRESENT A+ 
TIONS, and CABBALISTICAL &NIGMAS, ſo far only as 
they relate to thenumber THREE. And he has been 
pretty ſucceſsful in his ſearch : his ZOROASTER, his 
HznrmMrs, and his PLATo, are happy proofs of the 
divinity of his doctrine. He has ſometimes, indeed, 
ventured upon this ſearch on Holy Ground : and 

how he has ſucceeded there, we ſhall preſently ſee. 
There are three. caſes inſiſted on as proofs of the 
Trinity. One is, the three-fold repetition:of words 
applied to the Deity—A. ſecond is, the uſe of wordt 
of a plural form, joined with pronouns and verbs ſin- 
gular—The third is, the ufe of plural pronouns. . --- 
J- | | Let 
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Let us for a moment coolly and diſpafſionately 


conſider theſe three caſes — and --ſe> whether they 
really do contain any plain and Tuba . 


of the point in queſtion. _ - 
The firſt then is, the three-fold renotitions of od 


1 to the Deity-:— The God. of Abraham G 
of Iſaac—God of Jacob, &c.— Holy, Holy, Holy Lord 


God, &c. &c. - Thoſe who are acquainted with the 
Hebrew language need not be informed, that it 
abounds with phraſes of which we have nothing 
in our's, ſimilar or correſpondent. It is well known, 
that the ſuperlative degree is expreſſed by means very 
different to thoſe which we uſe; and that the repeti- 
tion of the noun, or other word, is an elegant mode 
of ſpeech in that language, of which, in ſome reſpects, 
our's has nothing correſpondent. And the paſſages. L 
have above produced, are inſtances of each of theſe; 
the one of the repetition of th noun ; the other, of the 


W nee 20 
A great variety of theſe diows are to be met wich 


in the Old Teſtament. —I ſhall, by.a few inſtances, 


completely overthrow the idea that the three - fold uſe 
of the word God is a proof of the Trinity, as the 
author of Horæ Solitariæ tells us it is; where he ſays, 
that this three-fold repetition. intimates: the Trinity, 
&c.— The firſt inftance. I ſhall produce is from Exod. 
in. 6. 15. and iv. 5. I am the 'Gop of thy Fa- 
thers, the Gop of Abraham, the Gon of Iſaac, the 
Gop of Jacob.”--Now here he will obſerve, that there 
is a four-fold repetition of the name Gop—and if 
God's being declared to be the God of Abraham, the 
God of Iſaac, and the God of Jacob, intimates that 
there. are tree perſons in the Deity ; then, his being 
declared. to be the God of the fathers, the God of 


* Abraham, 
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Abraham, the God of Iſaac, and the God of Jacob, 
muſt be admitted to intimate that there are four ſuch 
perſons—And the futility of this author's obſervation 
will further appear, if we refer to Exod. iii. 16. where 
this deſcription of the Divine Being is varied, and the 
word God but twice repeated : © the Lord God of the 
fathers, and the God of Abraham, of Iſaac, and of 
Jacob :” for if his argument is good that the three-fold 
repetition-intimates that they are three; then, it is a 
good argument that this two-fo!d repetition intimates 
that there are only two. And a compariſon of theſe 
three paſſages, wherein the name of God is repeated 
twice, thrice, and four times, will be ſuſkcient to 


convince any reaſonable man, that it is a mere Hebrew 


idiom—a mere elegancy of ſpeech ; and is intended 
to ſhew nothing but the pathos and energy of the 
writer or ſpeaker. 
Let us now attend to that other mode of i - 
„Holy, Holy, Holy, &c.” — for this triple uſe of the 
word Holy, it is contended, points out the three per- 
ſons in the Trinity. The more moderate commenta- 
tors do indeed conceive, that nothing more than the 
ſuperlative nature of God's holineſs is pointed out by 
the repetition of the word; it being uſual in the He- 
| brew to make a repetition of words ſerve for the ſu- 
perlative degree. And it may be obſerved, that this 
is not the only place in the Old Teſtament, where 
the ſuperlative degree is ſo expreſſed, without poſſeſ- 
ſing any ſuch myſterious OO; as fome Frinita- 
rians pretend. 

Thus, for inſtance, Jer. xxii. 29. O Earth, Earth, 
Earth, &c.” No one, I ſhould ſuppoſe, will pretend 
that this three-fold repetition of the word Earth, is an 
alluſion to any three-fold myſtery. contained in the 
earth: 
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earth: but it is plainly a ſort of energetie and emphati- 


cal mode of expreſſion, tending to convey ideas of the 


importance of the ſubject in hand. So again, Ezek. 
xxi. 27. „I will overturn, overturn, overturn it, &.“ 
which are words, no doubt; ſuited to expreſs, in a 
moſt emphatical manner, a complete and effectual 
everthrow. See alſo, 2 Sam. xviii. 33. O my en 
Abſalom, my /on, my ſon,” &c. Now Abſalom was 
but one ſon, one being; and in the three-fold repeti- 


tion of the word /on, there was couched no myſtery--- 
the repetition was merely expreſſi ve of the ardor of 


David's affection. So, Exod. xxxiv. 6.-5x mtv mn 
e the Lonxp, the Lord Gop,” &c. IEHOVYAH, 
Jenov ant, AL, all names of God. = 

But the Scriptures of the Old Teftament do not 


always expreſs themſelves in this way, by a triple repe- 


tition, but frequently by a double one: Thus, Deut. 
xvi. 20. where the word pu is twice repeated, to 


expreſs, with more vehemence and emphaſis, how 
ſtrictly and univerſally juſt it is our duty to be: and 


is properly rendered, in the fare — 


gether juſt. 


So, Pſal. xxii. 1. 58 ; My God, my Gos, 
&c. denoting the ardor of the ſpeaker. 

See alſo, Gen. xiv. 10.—And the valley of Siddim 
was ma NRA, © llime-pits, lime-pits ;* 7. e. there 
were a great many flime-pits in the vale of Siddim : 
It was full of flime-pits, as we would ſay. 

So, Gen. xxxii. 16, —And he delivered into the hand 
of his ſeryants, y Ty, © flock, flock.” 

So, Deut. xxvili. 44.—* The ſtranger, &c. ſhall get 


upon the myD MD, high, high ; and thou ſhalt go down 
do nom, /ow, low: and 2 Kings x. 4. And they were 


. afraid, h m MY, m0/?, moſt afraid.” 
'T'2 I Kings, 
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- x Kings, viii. 27.—“ Behold, EYBWN Dun Ben, 


the heavens, and heavens of the heauens. 
I Sam. ii. 3. — “ Talk no more ſo 3m123 tua, 
proudly, proudly; that is, ſo exceeding proudly. 
So of pronouns ; 15 DD ο +22wh, My high tower, 
and my deliverer to me.” Now, if we may credit the 


Trinitarian mode of expoſition, this triple uſe of the 


pronoun, if. it had been uſed of the Deity, would 
have been conſidered as a ſtriking and irrefragable 
proof of a Trinity: but as it is uſed of a man, it is 


nothing more than a redundancy peculiar to the Hes 


brew language. 
A caſe very ſimilar to this 3 is to be met with, Gen: 


xlix. ver. 1, 2. That 7 may tell you, &c.' — Hear 
ye ſons of Jacob, and hearken unto H/rael, your father.“ 
80 Exod. xxx. 11. 16. where the noun-ſubſtantive 
is repeated: - And 2% Lord ſpake unto Moſes, 
ſaying—that it may be a memorial before the Lord. 
So, ver. 17 and 20. Alſo, ver. 34. 37. So, chap, 


XxXXI. I. 3. and ver. 12. 15. &c. &c. &c. So, Gen. 


iv. 23.—4 And Lamech ſaid, Ve wives of Lamech.” 

| Indeed, language of this kind is ſo common in the 
Old Teſtament, that it is unneceſſary to multiply 
inſtances : It. is however wonderful, that men ſhould 
ſee and know this, without being convinced, that in- 
ſtances of. this nature, when uſed of the Deity, cannot 
poſſibly mean any other than when they are applied 
to men, or to any other thing : and a thorough con- 
viction of the groſs obſtinacy and perverſeneſs of pre- 


judice, is the only way in which we can reconcile to 


our ideas, how it is that rational beings can act thus 

inconſiſtently. 
Candor and liberality of b which ſhould 
be the glory of rational creatures, are frequently, in 
this 
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this day, treated with a diſreſpect they do not deſerve 
and if we may believe the language of ſome men, we 
muſt be inclined alſo to believe, that they conſider a 
liberal mind as inimical to Truth. —So effectually 
have men blinded themſelves in this way, that every 


thing which is imputable to the narrow and contracted 


mind of an eccleſiaſtical bigot, is moſt profuſely im- 
puted to men who endeavour to free their minds from 
the fetters of implicit faith, and to exerciſe, with ho- 
neſty and integrity, that reaſon which God has, in tlie 
abundance of his goodneſs, given to them. The iſſũe 
of an examination of the paſſages I have juſt pro- 
duced, and the compariſon of them with thoſe which 
T have endeavoured to explain, will mark the reſpec- 
tive characters of the bigot and of the generous mind. 


The one will admit that theſe redundancies are plainly 


idioms of the Hebrew language; that they are clearly 
uſed, in order to expreſs any thing with more empha- 
118, ardency, and vehemence; that therefore, when 
God is deſcribed as thrice H, it indicates his ſuperla- 
tive and ineffable holineſs ; and that it is no more in- 
tended to intimate a Trinity of perſons in the God- 


head, than the double uſe of the term ip, Deut. 


xvi. 20. is a proof that the people to whom Moſes 
ſpake, poſſeſſed two perſons in their reſpeCtive eſſences 


the other will contend, that the paſſages I have 
adduced, do, to be ſure, prove that Exod. 1ii. 6. and 


Ifa. vi. 3. are not the only places where words are re- 


peated : and that thoſe other places do ſhew, that words 


may be repeated without intimating a plurality of per- 


ſons in the eſſence of the thing ſpoken of: yet that 


this does not ſatisfy them, that the repetition in thoſe 
other paſſages where God is ſpoken of, does not imply 
ſuch a plurality. And if the plain queſtion were 


aſked, 
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aſked, Why they are not ſatisfed the honeſt anſwer 
would be, Becauſe they are determined not 10 be ſatisfied. 
If you are diſſatisfied with what I have above ob- 
ferved concerning thoſe repetitions, I recommend you 
to the grammar of PHiLie LET, a converted Jew, 
publiſhed at Oxford, in 1705; who makes the fol- 
Jowing obfervation :—* We reckon the repetition of 
wy e the ſame /ub/fantive and adjettive, pronoun, &e. and the © | 
[ c concurrence of two ſynonymous words in regimen, as 3 
4c pleona ſms, becauſe they are ſo in the common opinion , 1 
© of moſt writers: But as to our own opinion, we - 
ec efteem them to be no figures, but real proprieties, and 
< peculiar elegancies of the Hebrew language; either > 
* expreſſing an emphaſis or ſuperlative degree, of ſome- ö 7 
hat or other; in giving injunctions and prohibitions, 1 
with greater firifineſs and ſeverity, or caſting a clearer | 
ec light upon the matters diſcourſed of, or diſtributing G 20 
& generals into their feveral particulars; or, laſtly, ſet- E - 
© ting forth the great æcal, concern, and affection of 
« the ſpeaker or writer: p. 151. | 
"2. The uſe of words of a plural form, with pronouns, 
- &e. ſingular, I promiſed next to conſider, and to ſhew F 
. that this practice contains nothing myſterious. —lI ad- 90 
mit that /gular pronouns, verbs, &c. are generally % 
uſed with the plural word Aleim: but does that neceſ- Ul 
farily prove that Aleim is to be conſidered in a plural LY 
fenfe—and that the fingular pronoun or verb, proves + 
an unity in that plurality — ls it not more rational, ; 5 
more plain and natural, to contend, that the uſe of thoſe | 
Hrgular pronouns and verbs, is a demonſtrative proof We. 
that the word Aleim is not to be underſtood in a plural 75 
r 3 
That plural and ſingular nouns are joined, will 
appear by the following examples: — Gen. xlii. 30. 
FN rn; © The man, the lords of that land ;” 
| : and, 
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and, Gen. xl. 1. J999 rob; Their erde, the 
ting: and, Zechar. ix. 9. He 13 Ty Mm; © And 
upon a colt, the foal of aſſes.” 

 Andthat verbs ſingular are ſometimes joined to nouns 
plural, will appear by 1 Sam. xvi. 4. vn t Tm? 
: DU DN ο © And the elders (plur.) of the city, 
went trembling to meet him, and aid (fing.)—And, 
Exod. xxi. 4. dN 19-111 he-; If * maſlers, 
(plur.) give, 85 (ing.) 

Verbs plural allo ſometimes go along with nouns: 
ſingular : as, Lev. xx. 4. e Dy 122 yn ax 
: DIvy-NR And if the people of the land, (ſing.) 
will hide (plur.) their eyes:“ and, Pſal. cxix. 103. 
n 1207 i- %; How ſweet are ( plur. ) my 
ord, (ſing.) to my taſte !” 

3. Plural pronouns, when the Deity is the ſubject, 
are ſometimes uſed, and are ſuppoſed to indicate a plu- 
rality of perſons in the Godhead. But after what has 
been ſaid on the other points, I think this need not 
much be inſiſted on it appears pretty clear from what 
has been obſerved, that it would be folly of no ſmall 
magnitude for us to contend, that becauſe the Deity, 
in one or two inſtances, uſes a plural pronoun, as, 
« Who will go for us 9” that therefore it muſt of ne- 
ceſſity follow, that there is in God a plurality of per- 
ſons. And this obſervation will be ſufficiently veri- 


fied, if we attend to one ſingle paſſage, I have acci- 
dentally met with, where the pronoun is plural, al- 


though the ſubſtantive is ſingular, Gen. xv. 11. Tp} 
: rm ah Ppt And the fowl ( ling. ) came down 
and he drove them (plur.) away.” —See alſo the two 
paſſages laſt above quoted, Lev. xx. 4. and Pſal. cxix. 
103.—lt will perhaps be anſwered, that the paſſage I 


have adduced, Gen. xv. 11. is againſt the point I am 


pleading 
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pleading for; becauſe the plural pronoun really was 
uſed of a plural number, 1. e. of fowls. But fuch an 
anſwer would ſhew that the objector does not under- 
ſtand my meaning, and the uſe I propoſe to make of the 


paſſage ; which is to ſhew, that nouns and their pronouns: 


do not always agree in number: And it is of ſmall 
conſequence whether the variation is in the.noun or 
pronoun; ſeeing that a variation in either of them 
will prove, that no ſtreſs ſhould be laid upon the 
plural uſe which is ſometimes made of them. 

And I mult contend, that if the plural pronoun had 
been uſed for the purpoſe of teaching a plurality of 
perſons in the Deity, then the uſe of it would not 
have been incidental, as it now clearly is; but it 
would have been the conſtant and invariable practice. 
Nay, we may go further, and altedge, that if there be 


a plurality of perfons in the Deity, the plural pronoun 


ſhould always have been uſed, in compliance with the 
common rule of all languages ; becauſe the pronouns 


: we, us, our, &c. are perſonal words, or words that are 


uſed in the place or ſtead of, and as-deſcriptive of the 
perſon—and not of the ab/raf? effence: And there- 
fore, if an inſtance could be given, where more than 
one perſon was in one eſſence, the pronouns uſed by 
that Being, or concerning him, would be always 
plural. And this leads me to adopt a poſition 


much more reaſonable, and which will do much leſs 
violence to our underſtandings than that advanced by 


Trinitarians; namely, that the conſtant and almoſt 
invariable uſe of /engular pronouns, wherever the Deity 
is repreſented as ſpeaking, is, for the reaſons I have 
juſt given, a moſt ſtrong, univerſal, and invincible 
proof, that the per/on of the ever- bleſſed God is truly 
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What then is meant by the incidental uſe of plural 
pronouns, when the Deity is ſpoken of ?—I think no- 
thing is more plain. We all know, that when the 
Almighty is ſpoken of, he is not ſpoken of in ſuch 
language as exactly ſuits His nature; but in ſuch as 
beſt ſuits 0VR conceptions. He is therefore frequently 
repreſented as ſurrounded by mnumerable attendants; 
and, in order to accommodate what is truly the counſel 
of God's own individual will, to our underftandings, 
he is reprefented as ſitting in council, and pronouncing 
his laws, according to what we ſee and know of the 
practice of earthly powers. -We know that no one 
is truly the counſellor- of God; but we alſo know, 
that God, in the places alluded to, is repreſented to 
us as ſpeaking. to thoſe who are the attendants of 
his throne. And in this view, where is the 'im- 
propriety, if the Divine Being is repreſented as uſing 
theſe familiar words—*<* Let us make man, in our 
image, &c.”— And Whom ſhall 7 ſend, and who 
will go for us?” —It is equally probable that he ſhould 
be repreſented as uſing theſe words to thoſe who ſur- 
rounded his throne; as that one perſon in the Deity 
ſhould re!ly aſk' another perſon in the Deity, whont 
they ſhould ſend: for that would imply ignorance— 
or that one perſon, in an unity of eſſence, ſhould 
really ſay to another perſon in that unity, Let us 
make man, &c.—for this would be nonſenſe.  _ * 

At any rate, this is plain with reſpect to the words 
in- Geneſis, Let ws make man in our image, &c. that 


nothing plural was intended in the-uſe of the plural pro- 

noun ; in that the effect of this eounſel was an act done 

by a ſingle perſon.— God created man in his image, 

in the image of God created he him; &c. for here; 

the pronouns, which refer to the ach, and not to 
2 | 


the 


+ 3 S r 
——— 4 ns, he n — - 
Santo tet AS Do ted. dn ge 


HS ons; 


= F, _ 
r 2 


1 


bod S$&< 7 1 
— — — — — > 


——— 
8 
4 "Ee 
* we . 


_ 2 


+ ok 
= 
1 


RK 
EIT 


ohne?) ns 
— — 4 


hs +: LE. 


we , 
Fa : * 
* 1980 
53 Þ 
F & * 17 
1 
+ * 7 
4 4 4 
w 


2. Co TE SHS Ee LS” ni 
= . 5 — bbs, WR 11 Fe ws 
6 aq — * 4 1 — = 

- ” * * 


— — 
IP < 


- 8 


XY 4 I =": * 4 - * 

* * a * 1 2 * © „ = _ * — J - < y ia - 

7 n . - 2 * b 95 , 1 N - * * 1 4 — 4 

— _ . - - = — 2 — U % * 8 8 2 5 - : 4 J = . 
V q 4 - x — or. — . 2 — > = £ — 2 = E 

R K as: . „„ — . 
4 
. 


3 


8 ; * 4 — 3 — 5 ' - o _” 
PY< PER EO EN * r 9 ö 
6 4 | — — 1 — 
. . "Ig —— tem r — — * 
— — 1 , A A 5 A 34 EY; * e's * >= 1 — — 1 
— — IAC. © xz „ 2 — * * n - 2 — = SAUPE 
„ 1 5 I. 4 n > * © SA * . 2 
3 > D 2 3 © Co IRS n 4 7 * ” x 
* 2 = L = = 2000 ESE oo BEES. > - E — * 8" #2 > « * — » ” » A 2 
2 COT r Ip, IRE wo 2 _— 4 


vas T5 3 
= 


* — I 
. 


r 


/ — 
Th Eng 
AA 


=q 5 


the counſel, are of the ſingular number. It is not faid, 


that ALEIM created man in their image, &c. but in 


his image; which indicates, that the Being in whoſe 
image he was made, was PERSONALLY ONE. 


And it ſhould be ſtrictly obſerved here, that God is 


never ſpoken of with a plural pronoun, except when 
he is. repreſeated as ſpeaking in counſel : which juſti- 
fies fully the obſervation of the Rabbi MAaimonipes, 


when he ſays—“ God is deſcribed as acting by the 


& MEDIATION of angels, (as Numb. xx. 16. Judg. 
& jj. 4. Pſal. civ. 4. Dan. vi. 22, &c.) Hence our 
& wiſe men have obſerved upon theſe paſſages of the 
c law, Let us make man in our image, and Let us go 
* down and confound their language—that God does 
© nothing without deliberating (if we may ſo ſpeak ) 
« jn his counſel. Not that God diſcourſes or con- 
« ſults with any one; but to ſhew, that he chooſes to 
% employ the miniſtration of angels :” Mor. Nev. 


11. 6. 
I ſhall cloſe theſe obſervations with a quotation 


from the firſt Book of Kings, chap. xxli. ver. 19, &c. 
where the prophet HMicaiab uſes theſe emphatical 
words:“ J faw the LORD fitting on his throne, and 
& all the hoſt of heaven ſtanding by him, on his right 
« hand and on his left: And the Lorp ſaid, Who 
& ſhall perſuade Ahab, that he may go up and fall at 
% Ramoth - gilead? And one ſaid on this manner, 
© and ancther ſaid on that manner. And there came 
*& forth a ſpirit, and ſaid, 1 will perſuade him, &c.“ 
If this figurative repreſentation of God in council, 
will not effeQually corroborate the obſervations which 
have been made—then chere is no ſuch thing as proc; 
conſequently, no ſach thing as a knowledge of TRUTH. 

I now 
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I now take my leave of the author of Horæ Solitarie | | 
—and earneſtly intreat, that when you read him again, 
you will not indulge too great a fondneſs for your 
preſent ſyſtem ; be leſs eager to take for granted, what 
is not proved—be leſs inclined to believe without 
evidence. The more anxious we are to fix our creed, i 
the more likely we ſhall be to entertain errors IT here 
is ſomething not quite becoming in too great impetu- 
oſity on this head—Let us coolly and diſpaſhonately 
ſearch after the Truth, and think it a glory that we 
are not aſhamed to avow our convictions. | 


I am, 


DEAR SIR, 


Your's, &c. 
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GENERAL OBSERVATIONS 


ON THE COMMON 


EU BSTANTIAL. MODE 


Dur DEFENDING 
THE DOCTRINT OF THE TRINITY, 


Aud the Union of the two Natures in JESUS CHRIST. 


rr... 


HERE perhaps never was a doctrine or tenet the 

ſubject of man's inveſtigation, or which has been 
offered to the contemplation of the human mind, more 
apparently doubtful than the doctrines of the Trinity 
in Unity, and the union of the divine and human na- 
tures in Jeſus Chriſt: and when I ſay they are highly 
diſputable, I regard this declaration with great ſeriouſ- 
neſs; becauſe it appears moſt evidently, that thoſe 
doctrines make no part of the ſubject of Divine Re- 
velation: on the contrary, that their whole ſupport, 
or pretended ſupport from thence, is, upon one or all 
of the following grounds. 


1. Upon arbitrary ſurmiſes. 
Upon voluntary and unfounded deductions, 
and inferences. Sf 
pon difingenuous and artful compariſons. 
. Upon capricious or miſconceived expoſitions. 
. Upon interpolations, or alterations of the 
Sacred Records. | | 


6. Upon 
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6. Upon palpable miſtranſlations of them. 
7. Upon dogmatical poſtulata, «in many inſtances 
contrary both to Reaſon and Revelation. 


1ſt, Upon arbitrary furmiſes. Inſtances of this kind 
are very plentiful. —We may advert to the uſe which 
is made of the Hebrew word d. We are told that 


this word directs our views to a plurality of perſons in 


the Deity ; and this is contended for by Trinitarians, 
in direct oppoſition to the evidence of the Seventy 


tranſlators, in every initance—who uniformly render 


it by the //ngular noun @::;—againit the frequent ex- 


amples we have of the uſe of it of ſingle perſons, 


Exod. vii. 1.—1 King xi. 4. 33.—Pfal. xlv. 6, 7, &c. 
— againſt the almoſt PAPA hs 1 of it with lingular 


verbs, and pronouns— againſt the authority of the 


apoſtle Paul, Heb. i. 8, 9. and againſt the authority of 
Chriſt himſelf, who uſes a /gular noun as the true 
tranſlation of it, Mark xii. 29. 

We may alſo advert, in proof of this charge of ſur- 
miſe, to the uſe which is made of the pronoun Us, Gen. 
1, 26. Let us make man, &c.' And this againit the 
Iiws of reaſon and common ſenſe, which aſſureus that 
God doth not confult any one, —that he cannot con- 
ſult himſelf, It is n a mere figurative mode 
oi ſpeech, by which God, who worketh all things ac- 
cording to the council of his own will, is repreſented as 
conſulting and deliberating, before he determines. 

Theſe are arbitrary ne in that the Scriptures 
never declare that the word Ai eim, points out a plural 


perſonality in the Deity; or th at when God ſaid, Let us 


make man, the firſt perſon in the Godhead ſpake to the 
tecond and third, — If this charge be denied, let it 
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prove, that by the plural form of the word Aleim, is 
intended rather a plurality of perſons, than of pow- 


ers; and that the uſe of the plural pronoun, is not 
a figurative mode of repreſenting to us the wiſdom of 


the Divine determinations. — And let the proofs 


which ſhall be adduced to theſe points, be plain and 
appoſite, or we ſhall not be able to withdraw the 
charge of ſurmiſe and conjecture. 

But the moſt dangerous of theſe ſurmiſes, is to be 
found with thoſe, who contend for the ſupreme 
Deity of our bleſſed Lord, becauſe 0 one elſe could 
have merit ſufficient, to atone for the ſins of man- 
kind—no one ciſe would be equal to the arduous taſk 
no one elſe could prevail with the Deity for par- 
don and reconciliation ! — This is an arbitrary and 
an implicit ſurmiſe, if there ever was one. It is arbi- 
trary, becauſe it ſtands aloof both from Reaſon and 
Scripture ;— it is implicit, becauſe the leaſt examina- 
tion would ſhew its impious abſurdity, and refuſe it 
credit. Holy Scripture knows it not: the Scriptures 
never ſay that God wanted full ſatisfaction,— that he 
wanted one of infinite merit to redeem mankind :— 
whereas it this were a truth, it would be of ſuch 
{ingular importance, that every page of the Divine 
Writings would teach it; it would not be left to the 
uncertain fate of inference and deduction.—It is a 
dogma which Rea/on totally reprobates :—Reaſon tells 
us, as the Scriptures do, that God is willing to receive 
the returning ſinner, without an adequate ſatisfac- 
tion; which could have no other end, but to exclude 
Divine mercy---Reaſon tells us, that God could not 
ſatisfy himſelf---that if Chriſt were the true God, 
he would as much want ſatisfaction as the Father and 
the Holy Ghoſt--that Divine juſtice is oze; and 

that 
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that even admitting the Trinitarian hypotheſis, the 


juſtice of God the Son would be the ſame, and 
would as much want ſatis faction as the juſtice of the 


Father and Holy Ghoſt.---And here Reaſon would 


add, that it is. impoſſible the greateſt and beſt of all 
Beings, the wonderful cauſe and origin of all things, 
could be made ſubject to his own law, and could be 
a criminal: and that if it were poſſible, it would be 
uſeleſs ; becauſe God may as well pardon without 
ſatisfaction, as pardon with a ſatisfaction made by 
himſelf. | 

2d, Upon voluntary and unfounded deduftions and in- 


ferences.---As that, becauſe Chriſt reſtored the dead to 


life, and did other acts of omnipotence, he muſt there- 


fore be Gop, without conſidering, or without beliey- 


ing the poſitive and unequivocal declarations of 
Chriſt and his apoſtles, that the power which he 
exerciſed was not his own, but the omnipotence of 
Gop, who had ſent him.---'The Scriptures do indeed 
aſcribe to him the works of Omnipotence ; but the 
ſame Scriptures tell us that all power in heaven and 
earth was given to him,---that the works which he 
did were not his, but the Father's who fent him, 
that he could do nothing of himſelf,- that the Father 
who dwelt in him did the Works, that they were 
brought into effect by the finger or /pirit of God. 
And that the MiRACLEs, and wONDERs, and $1GNs, 
which evidenced the miſſion of our Lord, were mira- 
cles, and wonders, and /igns, which GOD did By HIN. 
Acts ii. 22. | N 

3d, Upon diſingenuous and artful compariſons, — By 
ſhewing, for inſtance, from one of Paul's epiſtles, that 
Jeſus Chriſt has the appellation Gop, and that in 
another he is denominated a Man and ſo proving 
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160 ] 
that he is both God and Man. Or by ſtrewing that God 


is called a Saviour, and Chriſt is called a Saviour, 


and therefore concluding that he muſt be God. Or 
by ſhewing that he mull he God, becauſe the ſame acts 
are aſcribed both to Chriſt and to God; not conſider- 
ing that our Lord's appearances were in the Divine 
authority and power: and not conſidering, that for 
the ſamc reaſon, the ſame names and acts have been 
in the Scriptures applied and al eri to Moſes and to 
Gd. 

Thus, Numb. xii. 2. Now the man Moſes was 
very meek &c.” Here Moſes is called a Afan.— 
Compare this with Exod. vil. 1. And the Lord ſaid 
unto Moſes, fee I have made thee a Gop, nb, to 
Pharoah; and Aaron thy brother {hall be thy prophet.” 

So, Numb. Xii. 1 1.—Moſes is prayed to by Aaron. 
% Aaron {aid unto Moſes, Alas, my Lord, I beſeech 
thee, lay not the fin upon us wherein we have done 
fooliſhly, and wherein we have ſinned, &c.” And 
Exod. x. 16, 17. Then Pharaoh called for Moles 


and Aaron in haſte, and he ſaid, I have finned againſt 


the Lord your God, and againſt you; now therefore 
forgive, I pray thee, my fin this once, &c.” 
The deliverance of the children of Iſrael from 
Egypt, is attributed to Moſes and to God; Exod. 
XXXii. J. And the Lord ſaid unto Moſes, Go get 
thee down : for thy people. which thou broughteſt 
out of the land of Egypt, have corrupted themſelves.” 


And Exod. xxxili. 1. — Deut. v. 6. © I am the Lord 


thy God, which brought thee out of the land of 
Egypt, &c.“ 

Moſes is alſo joined with the Supreme Deity as the 
object of faith, Exod. xiv. 31. And the people 
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E 
ſeared the Lord, and believed the Lord and his ſervant 
Moſes.“ 

Deut. xi. 13. Moſes i is ; repreſented as uſing language 
of himſelf, which if uſed by Chriſt, would be conſi- 
dered as a very ample proof of his ſupreme Godhead. 
« And it ſhall come to paſs, if ye ſhall hearken dili- 
gently unto my commandments, which I command you 
this day, to love the Lord your God, and to ſerve 
him with all your heart, and with all your foul : 
that I will give you the rain of your land in his 
due ſeaſon, &c. And I will fend grafs in thy fields 
for thy cattle, &c.“ 

4th, Upon capricious or miſconceived expoſitions of 
words and language. The word Immanuel, duby 
for inſtance, which is in plain Engliſh Gop wth us, 
is made to ſignify that Chriſt is both God and Man 
— whereas the word conveys no ſuch meaning, 
ſignifies no ſuch thing; but points out to us what 
it expreſſes that when Chrift was in the world, 
God was with us: not becauſe Chriſt was God, but 
becauſe Gop was in CHRIST reconciling the world 
unto himſelf,” 2 Cor. v. 19. Or as it is elſewhere 
expreſſed more emphatically—* God anointed Jeſus 
of Nazareth with the Holy Ghoſt, and with power : 
who went about doing good, &ec. for GOD was with 
HIM,” Acts x. 38. And ſo Zacharias, Luke i. 68. 
„ Bleſſed be the Loxd Gon of Iſrael for having 
viſited and redeemed his people, having raiſed up an 
horn of ſalvation for them in the houſe of his ſer- 


vant David.“ 


And when our Lord declares his inferiority to the 
Father, we are told that he ſpeaks as mediator, that 
he ſpeaks of himſelf as he was man, not as he was 
God— And thus they make our bleſſed Lord to be 
perpetually on the quibble; {ometimes ſpeaking as 

X mediator, 
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mediator, — ſometimes as God, — ſometimes as man, 


— ſometimes as both God and man : — by which 


means the excellency of our Lord's character is 
exceedingly degraded. 

Beſides, every man of common ſenſe muſt ſee and 
feel how trifling and impertinent ſuch declarations 
as theſe are, when conſidered as anſwers to rational 
arguments. — The Scriptures do not, in any one 
inſtance, diſtinguith the wiſdom or power of Chriſt, 
as he is God, from his wiſdom and power as he 
is man ; or from his wiſdom and power as God-man 
or mediator. And if the Scriptures do not fo diſtin- 
guiſh, where is our authority to do it? 

Again, it is ſaid upon the authority of Phil. ii. 6. 
that Chriſt is equal with God — But what do they 
mean by being equal with God ? Do they mean by 
the term God here, the whole Godhead ?—No; for 
Chriſt being one in the Godhead, he would then be 
equal with the whole Godhead, Father, Son and Holy 


. Ghoſt, and ſo equal with himſelf; which is nonſenſe 


ſay they. —The meaning then mult be, that the per- 
ſon of the Son, was equal with the perſons of the 
Father and Holy Ghoſt —But here again we may 
enquire, what authority we have to ſay that the Fa- 


ther and Holy Ghoſt, in excluſion of the Son, are 


called by the abſolute term Gop ?—Antd may we not 
aſk, if this is the fact, why we were not told ſo > Why 
we were left to find it out by a train of uncertain 
deductions ? I fay uncertain deductions for, where 
is an infallible rule? Where is our certain authority ? 
Who told us it was ſo? Is it in the Scriptures ? 
Is it in Reaſon ? Is it in ſome General Council, or 
Synod ? Or, is it the empty fabrication of ſome 
viſionary ſpeculatiſt, or metaphy fician ? 


And 
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And ſometimes the meaning of the Scripture is 
miſconceived : as 1 John v. 20. where Chriſt is ſup- 
poſed to be denominated the true God and eternal lite : 
whereas that paſſage plainly means, that Chriſt hath 
given us an underſtanding that we may know him 
that is true, that is the true God : and that we are 
in him that is true; that is, we are m the true 
God—How ? Why, 18 or TH Jeſus Chriſt— 
And this true one, in whom we ſo are in or through 
Chriſt, is the TRUE Gop and eternal life — See our 
Lord's own words, John xvii. 3.“ This 75 eternal life, to 
know thee the only TRUE GoD, and Jeſus Chriſt whom 
thou haſt ſent.” — The unlearned reader ſhould be 
informed, that the word even, in the paſlage 1 John v. 
20. is not in the original text; but is ſupplied by 
the tranſlators, and totally ſubverts the apoſtle's 
meaning. 

So, The church of God, which he hath purchaſed 
with his own blood,” Acts xx. 28. --- As though he 
who only hath IMMORTALITY, {hould have ſhed his 
blood for the reſtoration of mankind---Impious idea ! 
The Trinitarian ſtarts back with horror, and denies 
the poſition.---He ſays God did not die --- he tells us 
it is called the blood of God, becauſe God was per- 
fonally united to fleſh and blood.---But the Scripture 
never ſpeaks of any ſuch perſonal union ---= And it 
may with much more propriety be contended, that 
it is called the blood of God, becauſe the death of 
Chriſt, the ſhedding of his blood, was the effect of 
the goodneſs and love of God. Gop (ſays the 
apoſtle) commended his love towards us, in that 
while we were yet ſinners, Chriſt died for us.“ 
And Rom. iii. 24, 25. The redemption that is in 
Chriſt Jeſus ; whom God hath /t forth to be a propi- 
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[ 164 J 
tiation, through faith in his Blood. Thoſe who are 
diſpoſſeſſed of prejudice; will, without much difficulty, 
eſtimate the comparative merits of theſe two obſer- 


vations. | b 

And 1 John iii. 16. Hereby perceive we the © 
love of God, becauſe he Jaid down his life for us.” | 5 
This is ſuppoſed to prove the Deity of Chriſt, becauſe F © 
the text intimates that God laid down his life for us: E 
but it is to be obſerved, that the words of God, 6] 


it are not to be found in the beſt Greek manuſcripts, * 
nor in the very printed Greek text we generally uſe ; 
—But if the words are genuine, the ſenſe is very 


clear, as ſpeaking of the love of God, becauſe he Ry” 
(Chriſt) laid down his life for us; and would then & 4 
be exactly parallel to ver. ꝙ and 10. in the next chap- 
ter. In this was manifeſted the loye of God towards | 5 
us; becauſe that God ſent his only-begotten Son into 0 1 
the world, that we might live through him. —Herein Xn 
is love; not that we loved God, but that he loved us, f 7 
and: ſent his Son to be the propitiation for our fins.” 3 
— The love of God being expreſſed in ſending his | x 
Son to ſubmit to death for our advantage. "2 
gth, Upon interpolations and alterations of the Sacred 5 


Records. — As in the inſtance of John v. 7. and 1 Tim- „ 
iii. 16. two of the Trinitarian bulwarks: both of E 
which have every thing againſt them, which can | 
render any thing ſuſpicious and exceptionable. FE 

6th, Upon palpable miſtranſlations of them. As may | 
be ſeen in the courſe of my Obſervations on Mr. 
HarPER's Addreſs to Dr. Disxkv: particularly 
Ifa. ix 6. Rom. ix. 5. Phil. ii. 6, &. 

th, Upon dogmatical prſtulata, unſupported/ by Scrip- 
ture; and, in many inſtances, contrary both to Reaſon and 
Revelation, — And this is to be ſeen in ſuch declara- 
tions 
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tions as teach, that the union of the man Chriſt was 
with the sECOND PERSON in the Trinity, when the 
Scripture in every inſtance repreſents that union to 
Have been with the FaATHER—and in ſuch as teach that 
this union was a perſonal union, whereas the Scripture 
repreſents it as an union by the zzdweliing of God. 
This is alſo the caſe where they would teach us, 
that too natures can be one perſon: the one mortal, 
the other immortal: the one paſſible, the other impaſ- 
fible : the one finite, the other infinite — That one of 
theſe ** the human was a mere nature, without a per- 
fon — and yet Chriſt is repreſented by them as fre- 
quently ſpeaking in his human capacity. | 


That per/ons in the Trinity, are not to be conſi- 


dered in the common ſenſe of perſons, —by which they 
deſtroy the Divine perſonality altogether ; and yet 
that one of theſe per/ons ſerved for two natures in the 
one Chriſt. | 

That THREE perſons ſubſiſt in ONE common nature: 
and that this is effentially neceſſary to be known 
which is indeed paſſing ſtrange, when we conſider 
that the Scriptures ſo frequently and expreſly ſpeak of 
the abſolute Unity of God, and yet leave us no expreſs 
declarations that in that unity is a Trinity! 

A reader unuſed to theological diſquiſitions, will 
ſtand aghaſt, and enquire how it is poſſible that men 
ſhould believe poſitions ſo much above reaſon, with- 
out rational evidence of the fact? It may alſo be 


_ aſked, whether thoſe who ſo earneſtly contend for the 


Trinity, do under theſe circumſtances really believe 
it ?—It has been very much doubted whether men can 
ſeriouſly and fincerely ſay one thing (as to ſpeculative 
points of religion) and believe another —It ſeems to 
me very probable that men may do ſo—and I think it 

| has 
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has been, in a great meaſure, the caſe with Trinis 


tarians—For while men have endeavoured to ſupport 
an equality of the Son and the Holy Ghoſt, with the 
Father, they have in their general views, ideas, and 
practice, paid Divine honours to the Father as the /- 
preme :—and although they contend for the perſonality 
and equality of the Holy Ghoſt, they rather pray to 
the Father to ſend his Holy Spirit upon them, than 
to the Holy Ghoſt to influence them : — This may 
appear ſtrange, but it is no more ſtrange than true, 


It is pretty well known that Chriftianity has been 
greatly corrupted from its original purity and ſimpli- 


city; darkneſs has been called light, and light, dark- 
neſs—the world has long been immerged in a thick 
cloud of ignorance and ſuperſtition. —But amidſt all 
this darkneſs and ignorance, this I verily believe to 
be a fact, that in true and undiſguiſed ſentiment the 
whole Chriſtian world has been and is, Unitarian.— 
Truth is great, and will prevail in the heart of the 
ſincere Chriſtian, although his tongue may deny it 
and it js to the mind, as the ſeat of truth and error, 
that God looks—I am inclined to think that there 
never yet was a Trinitarian, who did not in his mind 
pay that honour and diſtinction to God even the 
Father, that he did not to either the Son or the Holy 
Ghoſt.— The aſcription of /upreme honour and glory 
is invariably to the GREAT FATHER of all : although 
the tongue pleads for the conſubſtantiality, and 
co-equality of the Son and Holy Ghoſt. And this 


obſervation may ſerve as an apology for our Trinita- 


Tian brethren, and does them the juſtice of an excuſe, 
without any imputation upon their fincerity : For if 
the prejudices of education will force an implicit 
faith, and external confeſſion, contrary to the. pow- 
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5 8 erful impulſe of Truth upon the mind, in acts of reli. 

$ 1 gious worſhip; we have only to admire the goodneſs 

8 "x of him who keeps the mind uncontaminated by error, I 

b. amidſt the varivus opinions and inventions of men. | 
3 Theſe obſervations I have written, in order to | 
4 reſtrain a little the ardor of many learned in this our | = 
1 day; and 1 have been led to them by peruſing the [ 
+] works of a WHITE, —a HORNE, — a HORSLEY, — | | 
7 a Hawkins, &c. 4 

Z I am inclined to expect that the Rev. Mr. WHITE, 

x n hoſe name I have uſed, will at leaſt excuſe the above 


obſervation, that the practice and real belief of men 
may materially difter—for I perceive that he has in 
his ſecond Bamptonian Sermon, p. 85. taught the 


ere e 


ſame doctrine, upon a very fimilar ſubject. His words N 
are theſe : To this doctrine (that is of the Unity of 
God) the greater part of the Arabians, before the time 
of Mahomet, were no ſtrangers : and though in practice 


they had miſerably corrupted themſelves, by the wor- : 
ſhip of inferior agents, yet in belief they. ſtill main- 0 
tained the Unity of the Divine nature ſacred and ö 
inviolate.” | 


he ill effect, however, of the doctrine, is but too 
"viſible in the weapons it furniſhes the deiſt With, — 
in the doubt and diſtreſs it occaſions to many honeſt 
minds, —and in the horrid ideas * that attend an inade- 
quate knowledge of it. — The laſt of theſe is very : 
amply diſplayed in a book I lately by chanee caſt my | | 

| eye 


* Chriſt is aſcended up to Heaven, 
* The Comforter to us is given : 
«© One God's divided into three, 
Without which none can ſaved be.“ 
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Sec a Grub- ſtreet pocm, in the hands of half the old women 
and children in the kingdom, called Paradiſe Loft and Paradiſe 
Rezained, 
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eye upon, written, if J do not miſtake, in defence of + - 
Chriſtianity, by one whoſe name 1 think was STE- 
PHENS ; in which he obſerves, that the human nature 
| of Chriſt after his reſurrection was taken up into 
3: keaven, and became a part of the Godhead. 

| The queſtion between us, is not whether there are, 
x7 or are not, certain expreſſions in the Old and New 
19 Teſtament, which might be accommodated to the 


[ig doctrine of the Trinity — there no doubt are: and 

Ag it would perhaps be difficult to conceive a doctrine, 

1451 ö | which particular paſſages of. the Scriptures might not 

1 | be accommodated to. But the queſtion is, Do the oP 

RAP Scriptures, in any one inſtance, exprefly teach that 1 

+ I, there are three perſons in the one undivided eſſence i 5 

FF | of the Trinity? The anſwer is palpable— they do 5 

4 pill not : and therefore it comes not up to the point before * 

4 * us, to contend, that a paſſage in Moſes, and a paſſage 5 

Mr in Paul put together, might be ſo underſtood as to 2 

4 5-14 indicate, at firſt fight, the Deity of Chriſt.—Nor does : 

v4 8 a | it fill up the proof, firſt of all to take for granted * 
9 0 that the doctrine of the Trinity is a doctrine of Reve- 5 
* lation, and then to ſhew that a paſſage in Paul does Fa 


Te . not contradict it. Where is the paſſage which declares 
I 4% .:© that in God are three diſtinct perſans? Or that the ; 
1 Son is one in eſſence with the Father? Or with the 5 
Holy Ghoſt > Or that the Son and Holy Ghoſt are 

3 in any other ſenſe one? Where is it ſaid, or fuppoſed, 
# 4 i that the Father is the fit perſon of the Trinity, the 
| Son the ſecond perſon, the Holy Ghoſt the third ? 
Does it appear in Holy Writ, that the Son and Holy 
Ghoſt are as conſtantly the objects of prayer and praiſe S 
as the Father is? Or does not ſupreme adoration Si 
appear there to be the prerogative of the Father only ? L 


Does it there appear, that the Son is the foundation 
of 
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of wiſdom, power and goodneſs ; or is the Father the 
{:ngle indiſputed ſource of theſe perfections? In all 
the paſt ages of the world, where is the Holy Spirit 
repreſented as acting or ſpeaking as Him who is ſu- 
premely God? Do the Scriptures ever repreſent him 
in the perſonal character of God? or as any thing diſ- 
tinct from God? Or rather do they not ſpeak of the 
Spirit as the power, influence, or energy of God? Or 
do they not repreſent the one living and true God, 
as acting and ſpeaking in and by his Spirit? If the Son 
vere the ſupreme God, equally God with the Father; 
if the Holy Spirit were the ſupreme God, equally 
God with the Father - would not the Son, would not 
the Holy Spirit, appear throughout the Scriptures in 
thoſe characters? Would the Supreme Being be con- 
ſtantly repreſented as one, and that. one as having a 
ſpirit, if that ſpirit were as ſupremely God, as he is 
God whoſe ſpirit it is? Do not the Scriptures repre- 
ſent Gop ſimply and abſolutely as ſpeaking of the 
Spirit — but do the Scriptures ever repreſent Gop 
imply and abſolutely as ſpeaking of the Father ? And 


why is not this the caſe, if the Spirit is equally ſu- 


premely God with the Father? Does not the Old Teſ- 
tament throughout ſpeak of the Spirit, or the ſpirit 
of Jehovah, as the ſpirit of Aleim? Does not this 
particle of, indicate that the Spirit belongs to, and is 
not a perſon co-eſſential with Jehovah ? And does 
not this ſhew that the Spirit is not the Supreme 
Being, in the ſenſe in which Jehovah is the Supreme 
Being ? Are not love, benevolence, wiſdom, power, 
goodneſs, mercy, attributed to the Father ? But are 
benevolence, wiſdom, power, or mercy, even aſcribed 
to the Spirit ? Is it ever ſaid that the Spirit is omni- 


potent? omniſcient ? or merciful ? juſt ? or good? Or. 
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are Chriſtians ever denominated the church, the peo- 


ple, or the ſervants of the Holy Ghoſt ? And are not 
all theſe deficiencies proofs, that ideas of co-equality, 
co-effentiality, diſtinct perſonality in the DEITv, 
Trinity in Unity, and Unity in Trinity, are chil- 
dren of the imagination, the offspring of fanciful phi- 
loſophy, equally deſtitute both of evidence and of 
truth ? | | 

And with regard to the Deity of our Lord—Let 
it be ſhewn where he ever ſpake of himſelf as poſſeſ- 
ſing more eſſences than one? As having in two natures 
or eſſences, one perſon ? Or as being in his own per- 
ſon. the very and eternal Gop, and a Max, the work 
of God's hands? Or where he has diſtinguiſhed him- 
ſelf as Gop, from himſelf as Man? And if no proof 
can be given where he ſo ſpake of himſelf, let ſome plain 
and indiſputable proofs be adduced where his apoſtles 
or diſciples have ſo ſpoken? Let it be ſnewn where, dif- 


tinguiſhing his manhood from his Godhead, our Lord 
claimed equal dominion, equal ſupremacy with the 


Father? And where he has ſpoken of the Holy Ghoſt 


as one in eſſence, dominion, and ſupremacy with the 
Father and himſelf? Let it be made out ſatisfacto- 
rily, that when he declared the ſuperior greatneſs of 


the Father, and that he derived his wiſdom, his 
power, and his authority from him, either that he 
meant nothing, or that he did not ſpeak of himſelf, 
but only of a part of himſelf? And that when he 
declared “ The Father is greater than I, he meant 
that the Father was greater; but was nevertheleſs 
no more than equal ? In a word, let it be ſhewn that 
the Great and Eternal God, poſſeſſing one underſtand- 
ing, one mind, one will; the firſt perſon in that 


Deity was full of wrath, the ſecond perſon in that 


Deity was full of mercy, and the third perſon was 
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willing to aſſiſt the ſecond in quenching the flames 
kindled by the wrath of the firſt.— Let it be ſhewn 
that Divine juſtice is one and that the ſecond per- 
ſon, aſſiſted by the third, actually ſatisfied all the de- 
mands of juſtice in the firſt But let it be alſo ſhewn 
that the juſtice of the third was ſatisfied by the inter- 
vention and mediation of the ſecond ; and that the 
juſtice of the ſecond was ever ſatisfied at all, 
either by a ſacrifice and offering made of himſelf, by 


himſelf, to himſelf, or by what other means; or ſhew' 
that no ſuch ſatisfaction was required? And then 


that the juſtice of the ſecond, which was the ſame 
with the juſtice of the firſt perſon, was not ſo rigid 
as the juſtice of the firſt, that is, that it was not 
ſo rigid as itſelf was? — Theſe things done, the 
author will yield the palm to TrxuTH, and confeſs its 
inſcrutable and unconquerable power: but *till this 
be done, he muſt reſiſt the influence of Errors ſo 
apparently oppoſite to common obſervation and com- 
mon ſenſe Errors which have nothing to recommend 
them but myſtery and tradition, except that they 
are the King's high-roads to the temples of wEALTH 
and POWER. , 
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